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Yes, comrades: 
‘Time to fight 
back together’ 

Ben Lewis replies to the SWP’s “Open letter to the left” (Socialist Worker June 13) 


W eread your open letter with 
great interest. Thefactthat 
youare addresangthe left 
as a wholeis welcome, as is jour stress 
on the need for a working class force 
capable of responding to the worst 
capitalistcrisissincethe 1930s. 

We also welcomeyour recognition 
thatthisissomethingthattheleft must 
addressthrough debate. Ho pefiilly 
this marks abreak with the SWP’s 
recent past, where leading comrades 
have dismissed such obviously 
necessary debate as navel-gazing 
‘sectarianism’. 

Worse, when the SWPpreviously 
launched Respect as an electoral 
■united front’,it called on us to discard 
or water down our Marxist principles 
in the hope cf“reachingtothe people 
lockedout of politics” by voting‘‘for 
what they want” ( Weekly Worker 
July 1 2004). 

We sense that this call not only 
represents a response tothesuccess of 
tlie British National Party in the 
Europeanand local elections, but is also 
ameans by which youare attempting 
to regain the initiative on the left. 
Remember, in 2008 your leaders 
scm ewha t bizarrely declared that there 
is no electoral space forthe left in 


this period. 

Following the Respectdisasterand 
the lximiliation of the Let list, you ate 
now quite clearly trying to take 
advantage oft hepoor result obtained 
by No2EU by presenting yourself as a 
reliable partner B the likes ofBob Crow 
and M ark S erwotka. 

In the Socialist Worker article 
alongside youropenletteryoutalkof 
the “absence of a credible let gioup” 
and the“potential for aunitd 1 eh gioup 
to make areal impact” ( Socialist 
Worka- June 13). This is i ndi cat iveof 
thekindof thinking which marked your 
behaviour in the SocialistAlliance- 
whereyouconsidered this protoqrarty 
to be merely an electoral ‘unitedfrcnt’ 
through which you could build the 
alreadyexisting revolutionary patty -tire 
SWP. But then, as now, the left is 
divided into competing sects and there 
is no Marxistparty. 

The let needs to break with such 
amateurism What is needed is nota 
‘group’, ‘electcralbbc’ a ‘uniedfrort’ 
buta/rartyfonnationthat can become 
rooted in society and offer radical 
solutionsto all theproblems,grievances 
and issues capitalism engenders- 
explicitly linking the economic and 
political struggle with the fight for 


working class rule. The iact that the 
BNP won two MEPs does not change 
this findamenlal Bdcat all.Theprotiem 
withyourappeal is thatitappearsto 
treat tire marginal increase in support for 
the BNPasthemostpressingproblem 
thatneeds to be overcome. 

What is needed is not a “group” 
famed specifically to step the BNP, but 
a party with a programme for the 
waking class tobecome therulingclass 
by “winning thebatde of democracy”, 
as Marx and Engels put it in the 
Communist manifesto. That is why 
AlexCallinicosrs wrong when he says 
that it is important tlie left“doesn’tget 
trapped in adebate about constitutiaial 
reform” ( Socialist Worker June 6). 
Leaving aside the loaded word, 
“trapped”, the left in B ritainhas never 
taken the struggle for democracy 
seriously. 

We note that in its initia 1 leaflet form, 
youropen letter is headed: “It’s time to 
create a socialist alternative”;!)utin 
Socialist Worker the same appeal is 
titled: “Left must unite to create an 
alternat ive”. The open 1 etter does not 
caitainthewoid 1 socialist' apart from 
in the name of your own organist tion. 
So whatsortof “alternative” are you 
hoping will emerge? Itisall very well 


admitting you do not “have all the 
answeis or a pa feet prescription for a 
leftwing alternative”, butit would be 
helpful if you would specify what 
organisational formyouhave inmind 

We feelthatby focussingyouropen 
letteronstoppingtheBNPasdiemost 
importantquestion, youare sgnalling 
your intention to create yet another 
‘united front’ viewed as a means of 
channelling recruifi into the SWP. 

We too are “aware of the 
differences and difficulties invdved in 
constructing suchan alternative” - 
particularly the tendency to 
place the interests of one’s own 
grouping above the need to fight 
for a genuine party with an open 
andhealthydemo cratic culture and 
an accountable and recallable 
leadership. Given that many on the 
left are utterly distrustiiil of the SWP 
for both closing down the SA and 
engineeringasplit in Respect, your 
ca 11 may well be greeted witha degree 
of cyni rism. One way to c ombat thi s 
would be to p ublicly account for the 
disastrous mistakes ofthepast. 

We look foiwaid to hearing your 
response and will certainlyparticipate 
in the conference you suggest should 
be convened# 
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Letters may have been 
shortened because of 
space. Sane names may 
hare been changed 

Left deformity 

James Turley argues that the 
International Bolshevik Tendency’s 
rejection of the ‘No to EU, Yes to 
Democracy’ campaign as a popular 
front “misses the point” because the 
involvement of the bourgeois Liberal 
Party had no effect on No2EU’s 
“chauv inis t, r ed-b rown pro gram me” 
(Letters, J une 4). Bu t comr ad e Tu rley 
is mistaken to imagine that the issue 
of whether or not to offer electoral 
support (however ‘critical’) to cross- 
dass, or overtly bourgeois, formations 
is merely a tactical question for 
Leninis ts. 

Claiming that “there is no class 
character that automatically precludes 
Marxists from giving support to a 
political formation”, Turley cites 
as evidence the willingness of the 
Bolshevik leadership “to vote for 
the liberal bourgeois Cadets” in 
1906. At the time Lenin and his 
fellow Bolsheviks adhered to the 
organisational conceptions of the 
Second International, and functioned 
as a faction of the Russian Social 
Democratic Labour Paly, aKautskyan 
‘party of the whole class’. They also 
accepted the idea that a revolution 
against Russian tsarism would 
necessarily usher in a period of 
capitalist development - rather than 
begin to lay the basis of a socialist 
economy. This is reflected in a 
comment in a key document Lenin 
wrote on this issue: “The central issue 
is: on what lines should the socialist 
proletariat enter into agreements with 
the bourgeoisie, which, generally 
speaking, are inevitable in die course 
of a bourgeois revolution” (‘ Blocs with 
die Cadets’, November 1906). 

Because they conceived of the 
tasks of the Russian Revolution as 
essentially bourgeois-demo a atic, the 
pre-1917 Bolsheviks were prepared 
to discuss the idea of electoral 
agreements with whet they described 
as the ‘re volutionary bourgeoisie’; 
that is, “only with parties which are 
fighting for a republic and which 
recognise the necessity of an aimed 
uprising”(i5*7). This category did not 
include the Cadets, as Lenin made 
clear in his November 1906 ‘Draft 
election address’. 

In reviewing Lenin’s writings at 
the time, we find that he had in fact 
opposed the idea of a bloc with the 
Cadets at the RSDLP’s Tammerfors 
conference inNovember 1906, but was 
outvoted. The conference approved 
the bloc in principle, but left it up to 
each local organisation to decide 
electoral policy in its own area. Lenin 
did not like the policy, but accepted 
it in order to maintain a ‘ united ’ party 
with the Menshevik reformists: “The 
sanctionofblocs with the Cadets is the 
finishing touch that definitely marks 
the Mensheviks as the opportunist 
wing of the workers’ party. We are 
waging a ruthless ideological battle 
against the formation of blocs with 
the Cadets, and this struggle must 
be developed to the widest possible 
extent ... The question is how to 
combine this ruthless ideological 
struggle with proletarian party 
discipline ... Does the sanction by 
Social Democrats of blocs with 
the Cadets necessitate a complete 
severance of organisational relations 
- ie, a split? We think not, and all 
Bolsheviks think the same way ... 
Therefore, o ur duty at Ih e present time 
is to avoid intellectualist hysteria and 
preserve party unity, trusting to the 
staunchness and sound class instinct 
of the revolutionary proletariat” 
(‘Party discip line and the fight against 
the pro-Cadet Social Democrats’, 


November 1906). 

But party unity with the Mensheviks 
proved to be a dead end. The precondi¬ 
tion for successful proletarian rev¬ 
olution, as the October Revolution 
demonstrated so powerfully, is a 
political split between revolutionaries 
and reformists. The greatest single 
contribution of Bolshevism in the 
organisational sphere is the recog¬ 
nition that revolutionaries must 
organise themselves independently of 
reformisls. Lenin and the other cadres 
of the Bolshevik faction did not fully 
come to this understanding until 1912, 
when the final definitive split with the 
Mensheviks occurred. 

The B olshevik Party’s str ugg le for 
hegemony in the Russian working 
class in 1917 hinged on exposing the 
attachment of the ‘socialists’ in the 
provisional government to their liberal 
bourgeois partners, codified in the 
slogan ‘Down with the 10 capitalist 
ministers!’ When Lenin introduced this 
orientation in his, April theses, he was 
regarded by many ‘old Bolsheviks’ as 
venturing into the “arid terrain of ultra¬ 
leftism” . The adoption of the April 
theses marked the completion of 
the qualitative transfomiation of the 
Bolsheviks from a revolutionary social 
democratic to a communist formation. 

It is quite true that the nationalism 
and protectionist logic of the No2EU 
prog ranm e are poi s on f or t he w ork ers ’ 
movement. That, of course, is why the 
Liberals find it so congenial. The 
Liberal Party presence in No2EU is 
indeed minor, amounting to what 
Trotsky once called the ‘Shadow of the 
bourgeoisie?’, and even without Liberal 
participation No2EU’s reactionary 
programme would be a sufficient 
guarantee to the capitalist class that 
the ‘socialist’ backers of the project are 
harmless reformists. The adherence of 
the Liberals to No2EU is chiefly 
significant because ithas formalised 
and concretised the “fundamental 
class-collaborationist character of the 
front”, as comrade Turley put it. 

Working class independence from 
all wings of the bourgeoisie is the 
first step on the road toward ending 
unemployment, racism, poverty, war 
and all the other pathologies that 
come with life under the tyranny of 
capital. Of course, reformist workers’ 
organisations do not necessarily need 
a bourgeois political partner (or even 
the shadow of one) in order to betray 
their base. We need only look at the 
BlairiteNew Labourtraitorsto see that 
There is a curious symmetry between 
Turley’s mistaken assertion that 
“the CPGB stands in the tradition 
of Bolshevism” in being open to 
“giving support to bourgeois political 
formations”, and your current attempts 
to once again recycle the same old 
Labour loyalism that has deformed the 
British left for so many decades. 
Barbara Dom 

International Bolshevik Tendency 

Far rightist 

Robert Wilkinson, the South East 
No2EU candidate, seems to argue for 
authoritarian state controls over labour 
that are potentially mo re extreme than 
those of tiie far right (Letters, May 21). 
Like the latter, he wants to control 
immigration. However, he goes further 
than this. It wants to limit workers’ 
movement within a locality and stop 
emigration abroad. 

Wilkinson states that workers 
wanting to migrate should “remain 
where th ey are in the mi ds t of their own 
family”. If they “desert their own 
community”, tiieir decision functions 
to “undercut and divide the recipient 
community”. 

Wilkinson misrepresents Marx as a 
nationalist and Leninas a Russian 
chauvinist. This suggests he has a 
fav ou rable p ercep tio n o f the former 
USSR I guess this has influenced his 


judgement that workers have a 
“collective responsibility” to stay at 
home He will know ho wsuccessful tiie 
Soviet regime was in con fining workers 
to particular localities and restricting 
their movement. This was done 
through an internal passport system. 

Imagine how this might work in 
Britain. The state has personal files on 
all workers. These record how much 
the community has, in Wilkinson’s 
words, “invested social capital in thdr 
upbringing”. The cost of each worker’s 
education, housing, health and social 
security is monitored and estimated. 

The state issues every worker with 
a labour book. This records any 
deviations she or he has shown from 
abiding by “the hard won terms and 
conditions established by the working 
class”. Administrators use information 
about the expense; probity, conformity 
and diligence of workers in order to 
decide whether or not they deserve 
jobs in different localities. 

Fortunately, this nightmare will not 
come tme. Stricter controls over the 
movement of labour do not respond 
either to capital’s or workers’needs. 
According to a recent survey by the 
broker Foreign Currency Direct, a 
quarter of UK workers are thinking 
about moving to live and work 
abroad in the next two years 
(‘Foreign job s lure 2 5% of workers ’ 
Financial Times May 29). 

Fifty-five percent of those 
questioned stated they wanted to 
“embrace a new culture?'. This is a need 
realised by onty a few skilled workers 
at present. It was denied to Soviet and 
east Euro pean wo rkers f or a generatio n. 
Economic and political oppression 
denies it to the majority of unskilled 
workers and the unemployed 
worldwide today. 

The lack of workers’ freedom to 
move around the world is one of the 
reasons why they have not been able 
yet to embrace the new culture of a 
socialist future It has served to prevent 
them organising and communicating 
on a global scale. Moreover, Stalinist 
governments, purporting to be 
‘socialist 5 or ‘communist 5 ,restricted 
movement more effectively than 
capitalist ones. As a result, workers 
associate socialism with bureaucratic 
controls over their freedom. 

Demands preserving and extending 
this freedom (by linking it to policies 
of flee transport to destinations at 
ho me and abroad) are therefore one of 
the elements in a political programme 
transitional to socialism. To work era 
not blinded by narrow, cross-class, 
patriotic prejudice, they would also be 
popular and attractive. 

PairiSmih 

email 

No to marktwo 

In last week’s paper, comrades Dave 
Vincent and Terry Liddle took issue 
witiithe CPGB’s‘Vote Labour’ position 
on the European parliament elections 
(Letters, June 4). Like many others on 
the left, they are of the belief that it is 
time to create a‘Labour Party mark two’. 
This trend of thought worries me 
deeply and tiie proposal that unions 
should withdraw support for Labour 
would be a catastrophe if it happened. 

I can sympathise with those 
who may despair at the rightwing 
do min ation in Labo ur (ironically a righ t 
wing that has just nationalised most of 
the top banks) but for the life of me I 
can’t see how the left wing jumping 
shipto float around in itsown tittle boat 
will be of any benefit It would mean 
the end of the Labour Party as a 
bourgeois workers’ party and as the 
party of the working class in Britain. 
There is no better way to give a gift 
horse to the Conservatives, Liberals, 
BNPs and Ukips of this world than to 
effectively liquidate the Labour Party 
because its policies are not beingmade 


by the left wing at the moment. 

In fact, that has hardly ever been the 
case, but it has always been tme that 
the Labour Party is abroad church that 
has had a socialist left throughout its 
history, and still does in every branch 
across the country, as well as a right 
wing of more social democratic/tiberal 
traditions. For the socialists to decamp 
would be to leave the Labour Party to 
these social democratic members, who, 
without the trade unions’ support and 
with the party struggling for finance, 
would no doubt find themselves 
moving into alliance witii the Liberal 
Democrats and restoring the status 
quo of tiie 19th century - ie, Tories and 
Whigs, witii Labour Party mark two 
struggling for a seat on the bus, let 
alone in parliament. 

There is no mass support for old 
Labour socialism, ‘official’communism, 
Trotskyism or even tiie CPGB because 
ultimately the whole theory is widely 
discredited. And there is no road to 
credibility, let alone socialism, in 
No2EU, which is the latest in a line of 
miserable attempts by revolutionary 
socialists to break away from Labour 
and step into the ‘ big league’. 

Consider file history. The Socialist 
Labour Party launched and oould have 
been something, but, when push came 
to shove, it became the Arthur Scargill 
appreciation society. The Socialist 
Alliance followed and lasted a while 
without ever really getting anywhere. 
Then tiie Socialist Workers Party went 
all ‘street’ with Respect and tiie oily Mr 
Galloway. Of course, the wedding 
ended in divorce and a leaders hip crisis 
in the SWIJ that great ship without the 
compass of a party programme. 

Now we have theNo2EU formation 
- an alliance of trade union money, the 
m ouming Star tin’s Commun is t Party of 
Britain and the Socialist Party of 
England and Wales, fonnerly the 
mghty Trots of Militant, who haven’t 
had half the success they did when 
th^ so successfully took entryism as 
far as it could go. 

One can only imagine tiie unease in 
the minds of both sets of oomrades as 
they sit in meeting rooms, with SPEW 
comrades looking uneasily around the 
room for ice picks in the hands of their 
new friend sand CPBmembers looking 
across tiie table at what they consider 
‘roadblocks on the road to socialism’. 
It is surely only a matter of time before 
SPEW are asked to leave the alliance 
without even a‘thank you’ for all tiie 
work their comrades have done. 

None of these attempts at a Labour 
Party mark two have brought about 
mass support for socialism. Nor have 
they done anything to make the left 
credible once more. And that is 
because they are simply not up to tiie 
task, and for the most part living in the 
past and clinging to nationalisation, 
extortionate taxation and parliament as 
the road to a workers’ paradise of 
B ritain (for ‘B ritish workers’). 

Within the next 18 months, it is 
likely there will be a Conservative 
government overseeing a chronic 
recession, which will mean an attack on 
the working dass and the end of New 
Labour. What happens in theLdiour 
Party when back in opposition should 
be the focus of every one of us, both 
inside and outside the party. 

I beKeve that Labour will move to the 
left in opposition to a Tory government 
that has no solutions for the crisis but 
to cut back and attack. What if we have 
run away and formed Labour Party 
mark two or are engaged in electoral 
front No299 when that comes about? 

How we deal with the Labour Party 
is a major tactical question, to which the 
answer is not to attempt to split it The 
result of that will not be a socialist 
alternative or a Communist Party, but 
liberal rapprochement. Whilst efforts to 
reforge the CPGB and get the vanguard 
organised must continue, we have to 
recognise that now is not tiie time to 


be Labour’s hangmen. 

History is not on our side, but 
patience and time is. The question of 
the Labour Party is one that must be 
tackled by oomrades whether they are 
as ‘intdlectually challenged’ as you or 
I, comrade Vincent, or as apparently 
‘clever’ as comrade Conrad and the rest 
of the PCC may be. 

JohnMasters 

Hertfordshire 

PlanetTurley 

Comrade James Turley accuses me of 
missing the point (Letters, June 4). 
However, it is dearly Turley himself 
who is missing thepoint. 

He says that there is nothing to 
polarise working class people at the 
moment, as Iraq had done previously. 
Ik is clearly living on another planet! 
Mass redundancies and attacks on 
many public services, as well as the 
expenses scandal, have most certainly 
polarised many ordinary people. 
Comrade Turley would know til is if he 
ventured out on the streets of the 
South West during the election 
campaign (where there was an 84% 
increase in tiie vote for tiie far left). He 
would have been able to speak to 
people and realised th at their anger is 
polarised and all it needs is a party to 
bring them together (that, comrade 
Turley, is political education that you 
cannot simply read in a book). 

The BNP were elected because of 
disgust at the mainstream parties and 
particularly the Labour Party - the 
same one that you advocated a vote 
for. You say that there is nothing to 
polarise people despite a 29% increase 
for tiie far left compared with2 004 and 
withNo2EU polling better than Respect 
in many regions, even while also 
contending with the SLP, who did not 
stand in 2004. 

You say that workers have not 
significantly broken with Labour. This 
is rubbish. No class-conscious 
workers, or very few, vote Labour any 
more. In saying tiiis, you have simply 
aligned yourself with the Labour 
aristocracy and stood on the sidelines, 
asthe BNP walked away witii two seats. 
Comrade, it is time to realise the 
significan ce of the mo vement you have 
denounced so badly. 

Glyn Matthews 
email 

Dad’s Army 

Across Europe the chief beneficiary of 
the banking and economic crisis has 
been th ecentre-rg ht. In B ritain,No2EU 
helped the Eurosceptic virus spread, 
aided and abetted by the ‘Dad’s Army, 
Fortress Britain’ viewpoint shared by 
William Hague; Norman Tebbit, Ukip 
and the BNP. The Labour Party has 
been embroiled in tiie expenses scan dal, 
and its ‘natural’ vote sat on tiieir haids, 
or voted Euro sceptic and BNP, in 
protest, revealing a very low lev el of 
political consciousness. The Labour 
Party, however, has to choose to 
support the people or tiie bankers and 
their friends. 

As Ian Traynor pertinently notes, 
“The usual labels can also be 
misleading. A summit of Euro pean 
leaders next week in Brussels, for 
example, will see Angela Merkel and 
Nicolas Sarkozy challenging Brown to 
agree to tighter regulation of Europe’s 
financial markets. Brown will resist, to 
defend the City of London from EU 
intrusiveness. The mainstream centre- 
right leaders of Europe are often to the 
left of British Labour prime ministers” 
(The Guardian June 9). 

This is exactly the logic of 
No2EU’s position of retreat to 
the myth of ‘ Warmington-on-Sea’: 
Britain fighting its comer ‘against 
the dictators of Europe’ in Brussels 
(instead of Berlin). But Captain 
Main waring would have commended 
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the CPB’s retreat into nationalism 
and mythical Britishness. The left 
helped spread the Eurosceptic vims 
and the decline of international 
consciousness. After World War I, 
the Comintern posed the nee d for a 
‘Federal United States of Europe’ to 
prevent war and build a Europe of 
cooperation and peace. After World 
War II, even Churchill and statesmen 
like Jean Monnet realised that 
the nation-states of Europe would 
destroy civilisation and new 
transnational institutions would 
have to be created to prevent war. 

The left can not afford to retreat to 
a Dad’s Army view of the world. It 
must build unity around constructive 
engagement across Europe as a 
single, federal party of labour. There 
must be a united front to remove the 
BNP’s MEPs by the next European 
parliamentary election in2014. There 
must also be a campaign for a united 
centre-left agenda in support of the 
people and against the banking 
system and capitalism, as and when 
it fails the working class and the 
people as a whole. 

Otherwise, the left in Europe may 
continue to decline, he centre-right 
will gain further hegemony and the 
neo-fasdsts will make further inroads 
into democracy and civil society 
across our common European home. 
He niy Michel I 
email 

Naive 

Rather than naively calling for a Lab our 
vote, surely you should be hoping for 
the destruction of the party? Its 
presence has held back progressive, 
working class politics for decades. It is 
now a thoroughly anti-working class 
party and support for it can only be 
seen in that context. Its absence would 
allow a radical force fit for the 21 st 
century to emerge. 

History cannot wait for your 
orthodoxMarxist ideas to gain traction. 
And, let’s be honest, they almost 
certainly never will. 

Jeff Steel 
email 

Next best 

The fascists made significant 
advances in the north of Eng land in the 
recent European elections. Around 
5,000 more votes in he Norh West 
region and there would have been 
a Green MEP elected rather BNP 
chairman Nick Griffin. Meanwhile, 
the Socialist Labour Party won over 
26,000 votes and No2EU 23,580 in 
the North West. 

Simple mathematics shows that 
these parties of ‘the left’ could have 
helped prevent the fascist victory by 
supporting he Greens as he next most 
progressive option. Maybe next time 
they will use a more imaginative anti¬ 
fascist political strategy 
Mike Smith 
Manchester 

Foresight 

Such foresight. I was reading Mike 
Macnair’s article (‘Against rightist 
populism’, June 4) on why we should 
vote Labour in he June 4 elections in 
order to oppose a ‘Berlusconi-style’ 
media takeover of politics in Britain 
when Sir (soon to be Lord) Alan Sugar 
was appointed the government’s 
enterprise champion. By a Labour 
government! ‘A government of all 
the talents’. 

Trevor Rayne 
London 

Transf erabl e vote 

So vote Laboui; vote for imperialism, 
vote for racism, vote for repression, 
vote for attacks on the working class, 
vote for war. Anything else? 

Robert Clough 

email 


Military mates 

Jack Conrad asks: “Why trust the 
thoroughly undemocratic British 
army? An armed body which relies 
on inculcating unthinking military 
discipline in the ranks” (‘Open letter 
to Peter Taaffe’, June 4). 

The Socialist Party ofGreat Britain’s 
case is that the armed forces and police 
havemuch he same attitudes as other 
workers, since they are conditioned 
by the same economical, social and 
historical forces operating in society. 
Eventually, the world’s workers will 
respond to capitalism’s inhumanities to 
the extent that they understand and 
desire he socialist alternative. Then 
socialist ideas will be just as prevalent 
in he minds of the army and police. 
They will be for the revolution, not 
against it. 

When socialist ideas begin to spread 
among the working class, it is most 
unlikely that those in uniform will 
remain unaffected. When a majority of 
workers generally are socialists, so too 
will be most of their fellow workers in 
the police and armed forces. 

Jack Conrad reminds us of the role 
of heanny in he overthrow ofAllende, 
but, to recall another situation, lefs not 
forget that he first act of Franco was 
the summary execution of 200 senior 
officers loyal to the republic. Military 
and police stayed loyal to he republic 
in many areas. 

We in the SPGB have no difficulty 
in accepting the vast majority of the 
armed forces as thinking, sentient, 
critical members of the working class, 
who, despite their military training 
and discipline, are quite capable of 
deciding what’s in their best interests. 
They are no more slaves of ideology 
than he rest of us. 

Alan Johnstone 
email 

Non-nation 

Unsurprisingly Moshe Machover 
disagrees with my assertion that here 
is a separate Hebrew nation. I think I 
made it clear hat in my view the terni 
‘netion’ is a label, notan exactitude. I 
tenned it a ‘chose in action’. It is at he 
very time that ‘nationhood’ asserts 
itself that it becomes most problematic. 
What does it mean to assert a British 
(or is it English?) nationality? 

Does it have a progressive context? 
In my experience it is used in a racist 
context, not as a celebration of some 
intangible celebration of the thing 
itsdf. 

Moshe particularly takes exception 
to my claim that nations and states 
correspond. “Patently false,” he 
objects. Well, is it? There is hardly 
a state in existence that does not 
have a national minority. Fine. 
Where is the British national 
minority? Cornwall? Or the French 
national minority? Of course, there 
are many members of other nations 
who come to work and sojourn in 
this and other countries, but that 
doesn’t make them a national 
minority. On the contrary, in the 
absence of embedded racism, those 
who do stay in this country become 
British. Indeed it is one of the 
arguments of the racists that black 
and Asian people are national 
minorities and not part of the host 
nation. 

In fact the creation of nations such 
as the French, Italian or British did 
indeed take the form of the creation of 
the nation-state. Or maybe Moshe has 
forgotten the Conte de Clermont- 
Tonnerre’s declaration that ‘To the 
Jews as individuals everything, to 
the Jews as a nation nothing’ in the 
wake of the French Revolution. The 
bourgeois revolutions that created the 
French, German and Italian states, 
among others, did indeed create slates 
that encompassed all their inhabitants 
as one nation. The idea of national 
minorities would have been a 
concession to the reaction ary clerical 


castes. 11 was in countrieslike Hungary, 
where the national revolution 
was aborted, that the idea of Jews 
as foreigners pertained until the 
Hungarian holocaust in 1944. 

I am not arguing that the Hebrews 
are not a nation solely because they 
don’t recognise themselves as such, 
though admittedly this is a powerful 
argument. I’mdoingsobecause I insist 
on looking behind toe label and asking 
what they amount to specifically. 
Is there a set of ‘objective’ - in fact 
Stalinist - criteria which define a nation: 
language, territory, economy?Yes, of 
oourse; these are essential, but do not, 
by themselves, define a nation. What 
toe Hebrew ‘nation’ like all other settler 
nations do is to define themselves in 
opposition to those they dispossess, 
ecdude or exploit. Theirs is a stillborn 
nationalism, based on the oppression 
of others. To them there is no ‘right’ of 
self-determination, because it is not 
only a meaningless concept, but is 
actually an assertion of the right to 
oppress others. 

There is no comparison between 
the formation of nation-states in 
Australia and the USA and Israel. In 
this sense Israel was unique in being 
founded by a political movement - 
Zionism - which held that Jews 
werean indivisible nation. Unlike 
the former, where the national 
struggle was against the colonial 
motherland, in Israel the centre of 
political gravity shifted during the 
1930s from the World Zionist 
Organisation to the Jewish Agency 
in Palestine. 

In short the assertion that there is 
no Israeli nationality is not simply 
on the level of ideas, but has 
foundations in material conditions: 
namely the support of organised 
Jewish communities in the diaspora. 
Consciousness may indeed lag 
behind social being, but after 60 
years one would have expected it to 
catch up! 

It is therefore untrue that I 
look forward to the demise of 
Zionism, but refuse to accept its 
consequence. Quite the contrary. 
The demise of Zionism will go hand 
in hand with the unification of the 
people of Palestine, Hebrew and 
Palestinian. The maintenance of a 
separate Jewish nation will mean 
that Zionism has not been defeated 
because toere will be no other reason 
for such a state to exist given the 
pre-existing circumstances. 

Tony Greens ten 
Brighton 

RSF view 

Once again I’d like to thank Anne 
Me Shane and the Weekly Worker 
for their informative analyses on 
Ireland. The recent example is the 
article, ‘For a secular republic’ (June 
4). I totally agree with her call for 
secularism in Ireland. 

But I’m sorry to say that once mo re 
Anne Me Shane ignores the position 
of revolutionary republicanism. So 
let me give toe position of Republican 
Sinn Fein. I’d like to quote from a 
press release by Peter Fitzsimons, 
RSF PRO in Kells, county Meath. 

Fitzsimons said that the “scandal 
has brought serious doubts to light, 
in relation to the secrecy that was 
kept in place, and about why the 
state and department of education 
never ‘noticed’ that this abuse was 
going on”. He continued by saying: 
“It is clear that sexual predators were 
working under the cover of the cloth 
... and that it was evident that they 
wore constantly moved around from 
school to school. It is astonishing 
to think that nobody will be held 
accountable for there crimes. A 
deal was struck out between the 
government and the church to 
keep certain members ... free from 
prosecution.” 

RepublicanSinnFein 
Ger many /Au stria 


Communist Forums 

Lnhi Sundays, 5pm. Study topic, plus weekly political report from 
Provisional Central Committee. Ring 07950 416922 for details. 

June 14: AugustH Nimzt Jr Marx, Tocquenlle curd race in America. 
Subject: ‘Toward the “general conflagration”: preparing for a new 
revolution’. 

June21: August H Nimzt Jr Marx, Tocqueville and race in America. 
Subject: “‘A last card up its sleeve” - the overthrow of slavery: 
explaining the C ivil War ’. 

South Wales: Call Bob for details: 07816 480679. 

CPGB podcasts 

Every Monday, we upload a podcast of commentary on the current 
political situation, hi addition, toe site will feature voice files of public 
meetings and other events, http://cpgb.podbean.com. 

Communist Students meetings 

Central London: Every Wednesday, 7pm. 07792 282830; 
ben @co mmu nis t stu den ts.org .u k. 

Manchester: Every Tuesday, 5pm, students union, 
man ches tercom mun ists tuden ts@ goo glema il. com. 

Sheffield: Every Sunday, 7pm. 

07949 763130; sabbaghl 984@googlemail.com. 

Socialist History 

Bishopsgate Institute, 230 Bishopsgate, London EC2 (nearest tube: 
Liverpool Street). 

Thu re day June 11,7.30 pm: Partisan Coffee House - cultural politics 
and early New Left Speeker: Mike Berlin. 

Advance booking required: 02 0 739 2 9200; aKs.templeton@ 
bishopsgate.org.uk. Organised by Socialist History Society in 
partnership with Bishopsgate Institute. 

Hie ‘good’ war? 

Thursday June 11,730pm: Public meeting, lower hall, Battersea Arts 
Centre, Lavender Hill, SW11. How the west’s war turned bad. Speaker: 
Seamus Mine. Organised by Stop the War: wwwstopwar.org.uk. 

Beats not bullets 

Thursday June 11,8pm: STWC benefit, with Lowkey, Peyoti for 
President and others. Truman Brewery, Bride Lane, London El. 
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk. 

Fjght for the right to work 

Saturday June 13, 1 lam to 4pm: Conference, School of Oriental and 
African Studies, Thomhaugh Street, Russell Square, London, WC1. 
Solidarity with the fightbacks - no closures, no redundancies. 

Organised by Fight for the Right to W)rk: www.righttowork.org.uk. 

No to US missile defence 

Saturday June 13, 12 noon: Demonstration, Fylingdales radar base, 

Eller beck Bridge, near Whitby, North Yorkshire. 

Organised by Campaign for Nuclear Disannament: www.cnduk.org. 

Defending migrants 

Tuesday June 16, 7pm: Organising meeting, Praxis Hall, Pbtt Street, 
Bethnal Green, London E2 - sharing information and building support. 
Organised by Hackney Refugee and Migrant Support Group: 
hnn sg rou p@g oog lem ai l com. 

People’s alternative 

Tuesday June 16, 7.30pm: Public meeting, Lambeth Assembly Rooms, 
Brixton Town Hall, London. Speakers: John McDonndl MP, Bob Crow 
(RMT). Organised by Lambeth and Southwark Labour Representation 
Committee: nicktomsl @hotmaiLcom. 

Shut down army showroom 

Thursday June 18, 7.30pm: Public meeting, Round Chapel, Powerscroft 
Road, London E5. Speakers: Lindsey Gennan (SWP) and George 
Solomou. Organised by Stop the War Coalition: wwwstopwar.org.uk. 

No deportations 

Friday June 19,12 noon: Picket Cardiff UK Border Agency, 3 1-33 
N ewpo rt R oad, C ar di ff C F 24. 

Organised by No Borders South Wales: noborderswales@riseup.net. 

Against rnimjgration prisons 

Saturday June 20, 11am: Demonstration, Centre for Life, Times Square, 
Newcastle Upon Tyne NE1. Organised by Tyneside Community Action 
for Refugees: tynesidecam@yahoo.co.uk 

Booksfor workers 

Saturday June 20,11 am to 6 pm: Oxford Working Class Book Fail; 

Ruskin College, Whlton Street, Oxford. Come to CPGB stall 
Organised by Oxford and District TUC: www.odtucorg.uk. 

National Shop Stewards Network 

Saturday June 27, 11.30am-4.30pm: Conference, South Camden 
Community School, Charrington Street, London WC1. 

Organised by NSSN: www.shopstewards.net. 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name 
and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. 

If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, 
email: rdgroup@yahoo.co.uk 
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ANALYSIS 


Labour hammered, 
left gets nowhere 

The trend to right populism was emphasised on June 4, writes Mike Macnair. But how will the left respond? 


T he basic results of the June 4 
county council and European 
parliament elections will by now 
be familiar to readers. The swing to the 
right and to populist-nationalists that 
occurred across most of Europe was 
somewhat sharper in Britain than 
elsewhere. 

The results were terrible for Labour, 
but also for those who attempted to 
create an electoral alternative along 
old Labour lines. In the Labour Parly, 
the results were so bad as to give 
Gordon Brown at least temporary 
relief from leadership speculation, as 
the Parliamentary Labour Party 
responded to an appeal for unity. 
In the left outside Labour, there is 
renewed talk of unity too. But there 
is little sign that anyone is prepared 
to do what is needed to achieve 
real unity: to break with top-down 
bureaucratic control and imitation 
Labourism. 

The county council elections saw a 
substantial reduction of the Labour 
share o fthe vo te, wifi the Tor tos t£k in g 
advantage. The Euro poll saw a real 
Labour collapse, down to 15.7%. 
The Conservatives gained seats, but 
the main beneficiaries were the UK 
Independence Party and, on a smaller 
scale, the British National Party, 
which slipped through a couple of 
MEPs in Ihe Northwest and York shire 
and Humber constituencies without 
significantly increasing its total vote, 
thanks to Labour’s collapse and fie 
functioning of the D’Hondt electoral 
system. The Lib Dems more or less held 
their ground and the Green vote grew, 
but not enough to provide additional 
seats. Welsh politics became more 
‘English’, as the Toriestookfirst place. 
Scottish politics, on the other hand, 
became more dominated by the 
national question, with the SNP taking 
first place. Six Counties politics 
remains separate and dominated by 
the national question, despite the 
renewed link-up of the Official 
Unionists with the Tories under 
the name ‘Ulster Conservatives and 
Unionists - New Force’. 

Labou r hammered 

The English county councils mainly 
represent the countryside and small 
towns. Here Lzbour’s loss of votes was 
predictable at this stage of fie electoral 
cycle - the fag-end of a largely 
discredited government - though 
the Labour share of the vote was 
exceptionally poor at a projected 
23%. The collapse to 16% in the 
Euro elections has been flagged as 
Labour’s worst result in a UK-wide 
election since 1918. 

On the one hand, the Euro elections 
a'e not seen by broad masses of voters 
as particularly serious politics. The 
budget for the EU’s 28 member-states 
and499millbn population is 17.8%of 
the UK budget for 61 million people. 
Pu t ano fi er way, th e E U spends £23 9 
per head of population, compared 
to the UK government’s £1 1,000. 
Moreover, the EUparliament has very 
limited powers. An enormous amount 
of policy is incorporated in the featies 
so til at only the Court of Justice or a 
new (unanimously agreed) treaty can 
change it. Much else is dependent on 
Ihe bureaucratic commission and the 


council of ministers answerable to the 
member-states. And the proportional 
representation system does not force 
the same hard choices that fir st-past- 
the-post produces in a general election. 
The Labour share of the vote in 
the county council elections is thus 
probably a better guide to voting 
intentions in a general election. It may 
even understate considerabty the likely 
Labour result 

On tileotiier hand, The Independent 
commented that the Euro elections 
provided evidence of an ‘anyone but 
Labour’ mood among voters which 
had begun to be seen in earlier local 
elections. 1 

In particular, in the Euro elections the 
Tories came first in Wales - also for the 
first time since 1918, and that was a 
National Government in a khaki 
election. And the SNP came first in 
Scotland, with Labour’s share of the 
vote falling to just under 21%. These 
results have real implications for 
Labour, which has been historically 
dominant in south Whies and lowlands 
Scotland. If voters desert tiie party in 
these areas at the next general election, 
it may well lose the status of official 
opposition and stop looking like an 
alternative government. 

A bit less than a year ago, analysing 
Labour’s toss of Glasgow East to the 
SNP, I argued that a Labour defeat on 
the scale of 1931 was probable. But I 
went on to say that the continuing 
need of the British capitalist state for 
a structured relationship with the trade 
union bureaucracy meant fiat a worse 
defeat leading to Labour losing the 
status of official opposition was 
unlikely. 2 

Last week, however, I argued that 
at least a section of the capitalist 
media was now seeking, through the 
expenses scandal, tiie Abolition of the 
Labour Party as even an idea, in favour 
of non-political politics. In tiie context 
of a massive swing to the right and in 
the absence of a political alternative 
to Labourism on tiie left, I called for a 
Labour vote in order “to defend the 
idea of a workers’ party, which is right 
now under attack from ‘non-partyist’ 
populism”. 3 

At our CPGB aggregate meeting 
last Saturday several comrades were 
critical of this argument as - in effect 
- catastrophist: the/ argued that New 
Labour had shown its reliability for 
the capitalist class and state, and as 
su ch was n ot likely to b e turn ed into a 
third party even if it was heading for 
defeat. This was not quite the same as 
my argument in July 2008. Comrades 
were arguing variants on the standard 
far-left line that New Labourr epresents 
a deeper change towards the party 
becoming simply a capitalist party than 
either the usual Labour shift to the 
right in government or the worldwide 
drift of social democracy and the 
former ‘ official’ communists (like the 
Communist Party of India (Marxist) 
to free-marketeering and open service 
to capital). 

In my view the structural character 
of the Labour Party as the representa¬ 
tive of the relation between the trade 
union bureaucracy and the state has 
not changed. In spite of the Blairites’ 
fundraising from capitalists and vote¬ 
seeking in the suburbs, the party is 


financially dependent on the trade 
unions, and relies on its ability to 
actually win parliamentary elections 
and form a government or official 
opposition through a core working 
class, mass vote and on organised 
activists in the working class districts. 
The trade union leaders could have 
forced the Blairites out atany time. They 
chose not to: hence, their episodic 
grumbling about Blairism was merely 
for show, to protect their left flank from 
the complaints of the union activists 
at the base. 

What has changed between last July 
and now is, of course, the MIV 
expenses scandal, which has hit an 
already tottering Labour government 
much harder than it has hit the Tories, 
who nobody really expects to be 
financially dean. The subservience of 
Blair-Brown to Thatcherism and the 
bankers has meant that large numbers 
of ordinary working class people 
feel that New Labour has not 
delivered for them. 

The expenses scandal offers an 
explanation of this failure which is 
apolitical and anti-political - the idea 
that politicians, including Labour 
politicians, are all just out for 
themselves. This has the result that 
there is now areal risk til at the idea of 
an independent workers ’ poHtical party 
will be marginalised in British politics 
by a wave of rightwing populism. 

At a deeper level, however, there 
is not a change. The Labour Party 
expresses by its name and its relation 
to the trade unions the idea of an 
independent party of tiie working dass. 
But precisety because o fils domination 
by the trade union and labour 
bureaucracy, it is not an independent 
party of the working class, but one 
tied to the capitalist class, though 
the capitalist state, by constitutional 
loyalism and nationalism. This by alism 
and nationalism expresses the 
interests of the labour bureaucracy 
as such. 

The working class needs a political 
party which is fully independent of 
the capitalist class. That means a 
party which expresses its interests 
as an international class faced with 
international capital (and hence a party 
for migrants as wdl as for those bom 
here). It means a party which expresses 
the interest of the working class in 
actualty laking over the task of mling 
society from capital - hence one fully 
independent of the capitalist state, 
which proposes root and branch 
change for workers’ political power. 
And it means a party in which the 
bureaucracy is subordinated to the 
rank and fib by republicai democracy. 

The organisations and independ¬ 
ents to the left of Labour have ideas in 
their heads (and part of the time in tiie 
far-left press), some of which point in 
this directioa But when they come to 
stand for election, what they offer is 
Labourism - bureaucratic control, 
constitutional loyalism (atbest silence 
on constitutional issues) and natton- 
alism. That politics is, at the end of 
the day, in spite of any subjective 
intentions, no better than that of the 
existing Labour Party. 

It can even be worse than Li) our, as 
in the case of No2EU. This was char¬ 
acterised by bureaucratic dominance 


even more complete than in New 
Labour, without even any forms of 
democracy. And it promoted clear 
constitutbnal loyalism and national¬ 
ism without tiie shadow of independ¬ 
ent working class politics expressed 
in the Labour forty’s name. Hence, 
even leaving aside the rise of rightist 
populism andriskofa Labour wipe-out, 
the idea of an independent working 
class political party was in these 
elections better expressed by a Labour 
vote than by a No2EU vote. 

That character was expressed in 
the result. No2EU was outpolbdby 
Scargill’sSocialist Labour forty - also 
the mere shadow of a party - both 
natbnwide and in the urban working 
class areas. It was only in rural areas 
- ie, with a weak working class and 
weaker class consciousness - that 
it managed, marginally, to outpoll 
the SLP. 

Far right 

The press, and the left appeals for 
unity, have placed a great deal of 
emphasis on the BNP’s success 
in obtaining two MEPs. This is 
undoubtedly a bad thing, given 
the increased funding that will result 
from access to MEPs’ salaries and 
allowaices. The BNP MEPs will join a 
growing far-rghtbloc in Ihe European 
parliament. Even so, it is less likely to 
result in significant increases in 
f av ourabl e med ia expo sure for tiie B NP. 
After all, other MEfo and European 
p ar liamentary blocs have no t had mu ch 
success along these lines. 

The far-bftresponse characteristi¬ 
cally overstates the threat posed by 
the BNP and the level of its success. 
Yes, the BNP saw an increase in its 
o verafl share of the vo te - from 4.9% to 
62%. Neither figure suggests a party 
which is even remotely close to power. 
Nor is the BNP making major strides 
in winning mass support due to 
the economic crisis. 

The workers’ movement and ethnic 
minority and migrant groups are not 
presently threatened either with a neo- 
Nazi seizure of power or with serious 
BNP-organised street gangs like 1920s 
Italy or Germany, or with terrorism of 
the sort operated by the Italian far right 
or the Turkish Grey Wolves in the 
197 0s. T he wor kers ’ m ovem ent and 
ethnic minority and migrant groups 
ate, however, threatened by a rise in 
state repressive action, as the general 
tide of politics moves towards right- 
populist nationalism. 

Under these conditions, however 
regrettable it is that Griffin and Brons 
are MEPs, fetishising the very small 
successes of the BNP serves precisely 
to evade the political fight that is 
necessary against the illusions of 
nationalism and right-populism. 

Left nowhere 

The SLP and No2EU each obtained 
around 1% nationally. The SSP 
obtained around 1% in Scotland. 
These are and have generally been 
recognised to be lousy resulls. They 
are not mitigated, as Respect’s 1.5% in 
2004 was, by concentrated votes in 
some areas. 

The response of the left has been 
widespread calls for unity Yet No2EU 
pro-partyists (mainly the Socialist 


forty) imply that unity should be built 
around its project (though No2EU 
began by excluding the SWI? Alliance 
for Work ers ’Liberty and C FGB). 4 Salma 
Yaqoob’s call on the Respect site 
criticises No2EU for standing in the 
North West and Yorkshire and Humber 
constituencies and thereby (allegedly) 
letting the BNP in . 5 The AWL’s call for 
anew Socialist Alliance was addressed 
to other par tic pants in tiie old SA, but 
not to the CPGB. 

The SWP’s call is at least more open 
- inviting “all those committed to 
presenting candidates representing 
working class interests at the next 
election” (this would presumably 
include at least part of the Labour 
Party ...). 6 But it is studiously silent 
about a recent past which cannot be 
avoided: the SWP acted in bad faith in 
defence of the particular interests of 
its own bureaucratic apparatus in 
both the Socialist Alliance an d Respect, 
and in the result smashed up both 
formations. SWP comrades can hardly 
seriously expect the rest of the left to 
ignore this history. 

Any real initiative towards unity is 
welcome It is perfectly clear that left 
unity projects elsewhere in Europe 
have been more successful than the 
disunited left in Britain. But it is 
essential to learn the political lessons 
of the catastrophic ‘unity’ electoral 
projects of the last decade. 

First: bureaucratic stitch-ups 
between groups, and full-timers of 
particular groups hanging onto control 
through dubious means, are counter¬ 
productive. A high level of openness 
and debate both nationally and locally 
is essential if we are actually to achieve 
unity Bignames can deliver lag emeet- 
ings,likeGaEowa/, or money, like Crow. 
But a real elector al diallenge to Labo ur 
demands activists and branches, and 
that m ean s dem ocratio con 1rol. 

Second. For the last 10 years or 
more the majority of the far left has 
been attempting to present itself as 
old Lab our in its electoral policies. For 
some comrades this may be an 
accurate reflection of their own 
politics, but not for the majority. The 
argument has been that presenting 
ourselves as old Labour has the 
potential to attract mass support. But 
the evidence of this 10 years is that 
the project miserably fails. 

The electorate see through it: they 
give the left candidates the same 
sort of level of vote they would get 
if they stood openly as socialists or 
communists. 11 is a waste of time, effort 
and money. In the case of No2EU, 
which has followed the logic to its 
limitsby appearing as ‘left Ukip’rather 
than old Labour, it has been worse: 
leftists promoting rightwing politics. 

Time for change, oo mrad es. Areal bft 
unity project could go somewhere. 
More bureaucratic and fake-Labourite 
fakery will go nowhere, even if 
some sort of agreement were to be 
temporarily stitched up • 

Notes 

1. Leader, June 8. 

2 Weekly Worker July 3 1 2008. 

3. Hie My Hb/ker Jwe4. 

4. http://ho2eu.com/news.hlml. 

5. www.th eie spectparty.net/ 
breakirgnews.php?id=618. 

6. Socialist Worker June 13. 
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End of SSP dream 



J ust as in the rest of Britain, 
the European elections in 
Scotland were disheartening for 
many on the left. Class-conscious 
workers were faced with a choice of 
voting for the Socialist Labour Party, 
Scottish Socialist Party, ‘No to theEU, 
Yes to Democracy ’or Labour. 

The SLP was present on the ballot 
paper, but, as has been the case for 
the last decade, not on the streets. 
However, it did pull thebggest result 
left of Lzb our with two percent of the 
vote. The SLP managed to beat the 
combined vote of No2EU and the SSP 
- doubtless to the delight of King 
Arthur. Still, best not to get too eccited 
by this ‘mass’ vote, comrade Scargill 
- two percent is hardly impressive. 
Even the BNP polled half a percent 
higher, though it was regularly out 
campaigning (and on most occasions 
quickly sent packing). 

The SSP project is, of course, dead 
and it is unlikely any phoenix will rise 
from its nationalist ashes. Its 0.9% - 
down more than four percent from 
2004 - shows this. However, No2EU, 
which included the Tommy Sheridan- 
led split from the SSP, Solidarity, did 
marginally worse. 

Deciding on the chair’s casting vote 
against opening talks withNo2EU, 
the SSP conference in March opted 
instead to mn its own (sickeningly 
moralistic) campaign based on the 
slogan, ‘Make greed history’. Surely 
even the leadership of this deeply 
opportunist organisation understand 
that ‘greedy ’ bankers and politicians is 
not the point? One would think they 
might have grasped the fact that it is 
the system of capital itself that caused 
the economic crisis. Not the personal 
traits of individuals, no matter how 
much money they have in their 
portfolios. It is capitalism that forces its 
personifications to take higher and 
higher risks in the search for profits. A 
system that also causes poverty in the 
midst of overproduction, and, for that 
matter, lies behind MPs’ expenses 
scams and ministers with their fingers 
in the till. Would ‘Make capitalism 
history ’ not hav e been a better slogan? 

S landing on a platform calling for “a 
10% ‘greed tax’ on the super-rich” 
provides no political, strategic solution 
for the working class. The SSP was 
correct to criticise No2EU on the 


grounds of its British nationalism. 
However, its own advocacy of 
Scottish nationalism, combined with a 
lack of any serious political platfonn 
and any credibility following the 
Sheridan farce, ensures that voting 
SSP is no longer even considered by 
most class-conscious workers. 

What of No2EU? Its political 
platform - that of the Morning Sta r - 
was identical in Scotland to elsewhere. 
So, wh ile itmu st have been pro blematic 
for Peter Taaffe to swallow its British 
nationalism, for Tommy Sheridan and 
the Scottish separatists of Solidarity it 
was doubly so. The Socialist Wirkers 
Party was placed in an uncomfortable 
position too. Excluded fromNo2EU 
by Bob Crow diktat, along with the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and the 
CPGB, in Scotland the SWP belongs 
to Solidarity (at least in theory). 
Despite that, its position in Scotland 
was a fudge: ‘Vote left and keep the 
BNP out’. I assume, however, SWP 


comrades here voted No2EU rather 
than SLP or SSP. 

Comrade Sheridan, who occupied 
second place on the No2EU list in 
Scotland, was considerably to the left 
of the CPB’s international secretary, 
John Foster, who was number one. 
They both made much of the fad that 
the EU has “capitalism enshrined in 
its constitution”. But when I asked 
them at the June 1 Glasgow meeting 
of No2EU if they viewed the UK 
capitalist state as being more 
progressive, it was clear that John 
Foster considered that this was 
very much the case. By contrast 
oomrade Sheridan was embarrassedby 
the question. He answered: “Only 
marginally so”. 

On the question of republican 
democracy comrade Sheridan was 
stronger. He readily agreed with the 
abolition of the monarchy, the 
unwritten constitution, the unelected 
second chamber, annual parliaments, 


the lowering of the voting age to 16 
and elected representatives receiving 
only the average wage of a skilled 
worker. Comrade Foster was not so 
enthusiastic and preferred to waffle 
on about the wonders of socialism in 
one country. Just when it seemed that 
the bottom of the political barrel had 
been scraped, both he and comrade 
Sheridan held up Cub a and Venezuela 
as inspirational examples of socialism 
in practice. 

What then, o f Lab our? Labou r too k 
a kicking in Scotland, but instead of 
losing to the Tories, it finished second 
behind the Scottish National Party, 
which, of course, is the largest party 
in Holyroodand runs the Scottish 
government. This rise of petty 
nationalism, in contrast to what many 
on the Scottish left argue, is not a 
positive development. 

I recall a little under a year ago, 
during the GasgowEast by-election 
campaign, comrade Sheridan arguing 
in an interview on Newsnight 
Scotland that he would rather see a 
victory for the SNP than Labour (as 
did the SSP’s Richie Venton on the 
same programme). The SSP’s chief 
‘theoretician’, Alan McCombes, lakes 
exactly the same view. In a recent 
article on the Euro elections he wrote: 
“.. .the call for Scotland out of Britain 
isa leftwing, progressive idea. The SSP 
has many criticisms of the governing 
party of Scotland, the SNP. But in 
contrast to the big Westminster parties, 
it rejects nuclear weapons, resists 
racism and opposes privatisation. 
The SNP is not and never will be a 
socialist party; but unlike New Labou i; 
the Tories ana the Lib Dems it is a left- 
of-centre social democratic party The 
balance of class forces in Scotland is 
overwhelm ingly tilted towards the 
working dass - aprocess which will be 
accentuated in the years to come 
as a consequence of the collapse of 
the country’s two major capitalist 
institutions, the Royal Bank of 
Scotland and the Bank of Scotland” 
(w ww.scott ishsocia list part y.org/ 
newstories/ issues/li ttl e-brita in¬ 
politics -and- til e-lef t html). 

Of course, Alan McCombes is quite 
wrong in his assertion that advocating 
the break-up of a historically 
constituted working class along 
national lines is a progressive idea Wfe 


should always argue for the greatest 
possible voluntary unity of people. 
And the notion that class forces in 
Scotland are “overwhelmingly tilted 
towards the workingclass” is blatantly 
false - just look at the election results. 
The fact that Labour lost more ground 
to the petty nationalists and those to 
the left of Labour got nowhere actually 
proves this, despite what a deluded 
comrade McCombes says. The 
trajectory in Scotland, as in Britain as a 
whole, is clearly rightward and more 
and more nationalistic. 

This brings us to the issue of the 
class nature of the Labour Party and 
the SNP. The SSP and Solidarity are 
wildly mistaken in their preference for 
petty nationalism over Labourism. 

Because of its organic and 
historically established links with the 
organised working class, the Labour 
Party remains a bourgeois workers’ 
party. What of the SNP? It is a middle 
class-led, petty nrtionalist party which 
fully accepts existing capitalism- 
till recently it wanted to model an 
independent Scotland on Ireland, 
Iceland and Norway. Whether the SNP 
has individual policies which might 
be regarded as marginally to the left 
of the Labour leadership is neither 
here nor there. 

Yes, the Labour leadership stands for 
the interests of big capital and the 
capitalist state - and that has certainly 
been the case since 1914. But it retains 
its traditional working class base and 
the majority of trade union affiliates, hi 
that sense tiie Labour Party is the party 
of the trade union bureaucracy. 
However,when workingclass people 
voteLabour, they do so, in themain, 
because of aperception that Labour is 
the party that represents their interests 
as workers. Voting Labou % on a very 
basic level, is an echo of the attempt 
by workers in Britain to establish 
political independence from the 
bourgeois parties - of course, partial 
and highly compromised. When 
workers vote for the SNP they reject 
this shadow class politics for petty 
nationalism. 

Voting Labour in last week’s 
election was the tactically correct 
position, in my view - forced upon us 
following a long series of opportunist 
failures and missed opportunities • 
Sarah McDonald 


CPB: national interest 


I t has not been tiie best of weeks 
for Rob Griffiths, general secretary 
of the Morning Star’s Communist 
Party of Britain. That onecouldhave 
easily predicted the poor showing of 
‘No to the EU, Yes to Democracy’ in 
the European elections does not make 
the blow any softer. 

Notone solitary speaker at the June 
8 London leg of the People’s Press 
Printing Society (PPPS )IMorning 
Star AGM mentioned No2EU, 
although the management committee 
did make a reference to the paper’s 
support for the campaign in its report 
to shareholders. It was the success of 
the BNP that evoked more concern 
from CPB members present. 

This was tiie lack initially taken by 
Griffiths on the CPB’s website the 
same day. Rather than provide his 
eager audience with some kind of 
analysis of the No2EU campaign, he 
chose what he presumably thought 
wouldbeamuch safer option: blaming 
New Labour for abandoning working 
class voters and pushing them into 


the arms of the BNP. 1 No2EU did 
not even rate a mention in the piece, 
although its national result was 
recorded in the Star. 

The comrade might then have 
hoped to be left in peace for awhile 
to formulate some kind of coherent 
spin on the campaign as a whole. 
Unfortunately, Andy Newman of 
the Socialist Unity website quickly 
weighed in to suggest that No2EU 
may have played a role in assisting 
the BNP: “The possible impact of 
No2EU standing in the three Euro 
constituencies wherethere was a clear 
and present danger of a BNP victory 
was not only foreseeable: it was 
foreseen. These seats wereona knife- 
edge, and it was always possible that 
a few thousand voters who could 
otherwise have been persuaded to 
vote to keep out the BNP, by voting 
Green or Labour, might vote for 
No2EU and let the BNP win.” 2 
Newman, himself a soft Stalinist, 
singled out the CPB in particular, 
given that it “normally [understood] 


this sort of reasoning really well”. 3 

This produced a response from a 
dearly stung Griffiths. The dynamics 
of this low-level debate about the 
merits and demerits of lesser evils are 
much less interesting than the light 
shone backonNo2EU by Griffiths. He 
said: “Andy assumes that without 
No2EU campaigning in the North 
West, and without the No2EU 
election broadcasts, the constituent 
bodies of No2EU might well have 
made tiie difference by delivering the 
ec tra 5,00 0 votes needed for tiie Greens 
to deny the BNP a seat... But my own 
extensive campaigning experience in 
this election indicates that many 
No2EU voters would have been 
unlikely to vote for anyone else. Th^ 
liked theanti-EU emphasis, especialty 
when they could vote for it without 
having to vote Tory, Ukip or the BNP. 
Veiy few of the many undecided yet 
interested people I met on stalls and 
in hustings showed any inclination to 
vote Green.” 4 

Let us be clear what is being said 


here. Griffiths basically admits that 
there was no particular class content 
to the No2EU platfonn. People just 
“liked the anti-EU emphasis”. So, in 
other words, tiie campaign was cble to 
win some nationalist votes away from 
the Conservatives, Ukip and tiie BNP 
and thus cannot be accused of letting 
the BNP in. Of course, some voters 
would also have picked up on the trade 
union element of the campaign and 
acted accordingly. But the list was 
packaged in ‘ black and white’ as ‘No 
to the EU, Yes to Democracy’ and, as 
Nick Wright of the CPB argued in the 
same discussion thread, “People in 
elections vote for complex reasons and 
often with a very hazy idea of the 
ideological hinterland to the most 
simple of propositions.” There is thus 
a good reason to question whether 
much of the No2EU vote had any 
progressive content at all. Griffiths 
suggests the campagn mostly turned 
out a nationalist vote - which is, of 
course; precisely what it was desgned 
to pander to. 


We wait with bated breath for further 
CPB post-mortems. However, tiie CPB 
itself did not have a particularly happy 
campaign. There were a number of 
internal grumb les abou t tii e fact that all 
too often the Socialist Party was the 
organisational face of the campaign. 
Not that there was much that CPB 
organisers could do locally with 
their apathetic members beyond a 
few street stalls. 

Many CPB branch secretaries 
did not even receive their No2EU 
campaign material until tiie weekend 
before polling day. Whether this 
incompetence was down to the CPB 
or the No2EU campaign itself is 
difficult to judge • 

Lawrence Parker 

Notes 

1 http-/Avww.communist-paity.oig.uk/ 
in de x.p hp ?op ti at =c om_c on ten t&vi ew=art iele &id 
=48 5: new A abo ur-to-bl ame-fcr-fascisls- 
gain&ca tid=5 8: summer-09 &It emid=2. 

2. www.socialiaunity.com/7p =4191. 

3. Ibid. 

4. www.socialistunity.com/?p=4191#comments. 
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AGGREGATE _ 

Why we voted Labour 

Peter Manson reports on the controversy in the CPGB over the leadership’s offer of conditional support to 
No2EU and ultimate call for a Labour vote 



M eeting on Saturday June 6 
in London, an aggregate 
of CPGB members voted to 
endorse the Provisional Central 
Committee’s tactics in the June 4 
European Union elections, while 
criticising the PCC for the confusion 
th at aro se ov er the manner in which the 
tactics were adopted. 

As readers will know, the CPGB line 
adopted by the leadership had been 
to offer conditional support for the 
‘No to the EU, Yes to Democracy’ 
platform. If the lead candidate in 
any electoral region had publicly 
accepted our two conditions - against 
Fortress Britain and for open borders; 
for republican democracy, including 
the right to bear arms - we would have 
recommended a critical vote for 
No2EU in that region. In the absence 
of any such acceptance, we called for 
a Labour vote. 

Opposition to this line had been 
based on three, partially interweav¬ 
ing, positions. First, while it was 
correct to raise the criticisms we 
did, Nick Rogers argued that it 
was a mistake to “transform these 
demands into con ditto ns for electoral 
support”. Amotion from comrade 
Rogers contended that the CPGB 
should have voted for No2EU un¬ 
conditionally - ‘withgritted teeth’, 
despite its revolting nationalism - in 
view of the potential of No2EU to 
form the basis of a left-of-Labour 
pro-party organisation. 

Second, Lee Rock and Bob Davies 
contended that support for the 
element of republican democracy 
relating to the abolition of the 
standing army, its replacement by a 
popular militia and the constitutional 
right to bear arms should not have 
been posed as a condition. According 
to a motion in their name, it was not 
“a key principle upon which our 
intervention could best have been 
made” and risked “developing a 
method which harbours a sectarian 
attitude ... towards organisations 
outside the ranks of the CPC® which 
include militant revolutionaries”. 

Third, that an “unconditional and 
blanket vote” for the Labour Party 
could, in die words of a motion signed 
by James Turley and, among others, 
comrades Rock and Davies, “only 
serve to strengthen the position of 
the anti-working class, neoliberal 
leadership”. This motion, however, 
approved of the “effective tactic” of 
conditional support forNo2EU. 

All three of these motions were 
defeated by margins ranging from four 
to one (on the question of arms) to a 
little over two to one (on voting 
Labour). However, in combination 
these strands of opposition to the 
PCC position amounted to over 40% 
of the vote and the motion from 
Jo hn B ridge calling for en dor sem ent 
was inconsequence passed by this 
narr ower m argin. 

Background 

In opening the debate and introducing 
his motion, comrade Bridge began 
with the economic crisis and the 
promise of austerity, whoever wins 
the next election. So far there had 
been little by way of working c lass 
resistance to cuts and closures and 
this demonstrated the falsity of the 
view common on the left that “what is 
bad for capitalism is good for us”. 

It vras against this background that 
the reaction to theMPs’ expenses 
scandal should be considered. While 
the level of corruption involved has 


been relatively petty compared to 
the millions capitalist barons award 
themselves, the anger is real and 
justified. However, it has undoubtedly 
benefited the right and in particular 
the Tories. Indeed that was the 
calculation of the Telegraph in 
deciding to go ahead with a story 
which it knew would provoke a crisis 
within the political establishment. 

There is a“ whiff of France 1934” 
about the current situation, said 
comrade Bridge, in that the right is 
on the move - the European elec¬ 
tion results were sure to reveal a 
swing in favour of the Tories, UK 
Independence Party and the Brit¬ 
ish National Party. So, far from 
turning to the left, many people 
were either looking to their rightor 

- what amounted to the same thing 

- moving in the direction of apo¬ 
litical ‘politicians’ of the Esther 
Rantzen type. 

Who will win the coming general 
election? Probably the Conservatives. 
But David Cameron will be forced by 
the economic crisis and downturn to 
go further than Margaret Thatcher in 
his attacks on the working class. Yet, 
faced with this situation, the left 
continues its advocacy not of a 
Marxist party, but of yet more halfway 
houses or Labour Parties mark two - 
formations that cannot possibly 
provide answers to a system in decay 

No2EU was worse than Respect, 
continued comrade Bridge, to the 
extent it represented a shift to the 
right- the Socialist Party in England 
andWalessimultaneously adapted 
to and denied the Communist Party 
of Britain’s repulsive nationalism. 
However Bob Crow trusts SPEW and 
was prepared to offer it concessions 
in exchange for its participation in the 


platform set up by the CPB and his 
RMT union. 

As for the CPB, its British wad to 
socialism programme (nowrenamed 
Britain’s road to socialism ) was 
previously based on anti-American 
left nationalism. Now it is based on 
anti-EU left nationalism Brian Denny, 
who devised No2EU’s platform, is on 
the extreme nationalist wing of the 
CPB, and that is what SPEW has 
bought into. 

While No2EU is obviously to the 
left of Labour on questions such 
as privatisation and trade union 
rights, it makes Gordon Brown look 
progressive on immigration controls. 
Clearly SPEW is unhappy with 
several formulations in the platform - 
it has been constantty looking ova* its 
left shoulder since it signed up. 

However, in resp on se to the MPs’ 
expenses scandal and the pressure 
from, among others, the CPGB, 
SPEW general secretary Peter Taaffe 
has looked to Trotsky’s Action 
pm gramme for France for answers 
in the shape of a “more generous 
democracy’. While we welcome the 
fac tthat, at bng last, comradeTaaffe 
has joined the CPGB in proposing 
a raft of republican-democratic 
measures, it was shameful that he 
has omitted a central component - 
one that is certainly prominent in 
Action programme for France - 
abolition of the standing army and 
the right to bear arms. 

For communists this is not a 
controversial question and should 
not be so for any self-professed 
Marxist group. Yet it is for 
SPEW, along with the Socialist 
Workers Party. However, this right 
is enshrined in the US constitution 
and was unproblematically upheld 


by the First, Second and Third 
Internationals. 

The correctness of this basic 
demand has been proved many times 

- not least by the example of Chile and 
the overthrow of Salvador Allende in 
1973. His Popular Unity government 
had stressed Ihe ‘ loyalty ’ of the army 
before the military coup and CPGB 
‘official communists’ had held up 
Chile as a model for how ‘ socialism’ 
would be introduced in Britain - until 
the coup, when suddenly South 
American conditions were ODnsidered 
totally different from those in Europe. 
The problem, of course, was that 
Allende had opposed the right of 
workers in Chile to arm themselves. 

This helps to explain why Trotsky 
mocked thoserefonnists who labelled 
the communist call for a militia a 
“provocation” - which is ecactly what 
CPB general secretary RobertGriffiths 
has done in response to the CPGB. 

Comrade Bridge went on to say 
that the PCC had been slow to 
get its act together in proposing 
its recommendations for theEU 
elections, but he believed that the 
tactics it finally adopted werecomeet 

- including the condition for 
supporting No2EU that it should 
accept all the main elements of 
republican democracy, not least the 
right to bear arms. 

The PCC was also culpable for the 
confusion over the date of the 
aggregate - it had been changed twice 
after the PCC first attonpted to bring 
it forward in order to allow comrades 
to debate the issues before the 
election, but later reverted to the 
original date. Similarly it had failed to 
state clearly that an action was now 
in progress and criticism of the agreed 
line must be suspended until after the 


election. But the tactics proposed had 
not been “pulled out of a haf. They 
were totally in line with ourprogramme 
and past practice. 

For example, it was wrong to claim, 
as had one recent Weekly Worker 
letter-writer, that the CPGB had stated 
we cannot vote for the imperialist 
Labour Party. Labour has been pro- 
imperialistfrom at least 1914 and yet 
remains a bourgeois workers’ party. It 
is a decisive strategic site of struggle. 
Just as we had previously opposed 
the left’s auto-Labourismin elections, 
so we have opposed the more 
recent auto-anti-Labourism of 
groups like SPEW. 

In the last general election we 
offered conditional support to Labour 
candidates in order to expose the 
divisions between left and right. 
However, in the EU election it was 
impossible to differentiate between 
the two wings - every Labour list 
was dominated by the rght. But the 
PCC rejected the notion of spoiling 
our ballot papers if No2EU rejected 
our conditions. This would have 
given an “abstentionist message” 
in conditions where an ‘anti-politics’ 
politics was already prominent. 

In opposition to the auto-anti- 
Labourism of SPEW and the left, the 
PCC wanted to stress the necessity of 
a positive engagement with Labour 
and the futility of trying to set up a 
tiny LabourPartymarktwo-especially 
one based on overt nationalism. 

Comrade Bridge concluded by 
emphasising that there was no 
intention of shut ting down debate 
following a vote at the aggregate. 
On the contrary, a thorough debate - 
on the Labour Party, on our attitude 
to the left and on tactics - was 
essential, induding in our paper. 

Debate 

Moving his motion on the right to bear 
amis, Bob Davies said he completely 
accepted its inclusion in the CPGB 
Draft programme and the need to put 
it forward in “certain situations”. 
However, unlike open borders, which 
is a principle, republican democracy 
needs to be defined and has particular 
elements which should be stressed 
according to circumstances. For 
example, we did not raise the question 
of arms in Respect or pose it as a 
condition for supporting Respect 
candidates. 

He said he was worried that this 
question might now become an “acid 
test” for offering support in dections 
to left candidates, which would 
leave the CPGB “open to sectarian 
accusations”. It was wrong to “hold 
to ransom” left wing candidates over 
one particular condition, he said. 

Next James Turley opposed the 
call to vote Labour. Unlike comrade 
Davies, he had approved of the tactic 
of placing conditions on No2EU and 
supported the conditions chosen. But 
he disagreed that the current situation 
could be compared with France 1934 
- there were “importantdifferences”. 

The PCC had originally stated, in an 
article written by Peter Manson, that 
if No2EUrefused our conditions we 
“might as well” vote Labour - which 
demonstrated that the Labour vote 
was used not to “engage with the 
working class base of the Labour 
Party”, but as a means of attacking the 
non-Labour left. 

Later, however, another reason to 
vote Labour had been put forward by 
Mike Macnair - in order to “defend 
Labour as the shadow of a bourgeois 
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workers’ party” in comrade Turley’s 
words. However, an unconditional 
Labour vote was not only a vote for 
the status quo: it was a vote for the 
current direction Brown and co were 
taking die party. For comrade Turley 
a spoilt ballot would have indicated a 
“range of unacceptable options”, not 
any desire to abstain. 

Nick Rogers then moved his 
two motions. The first criticised the 
manner in which the PCC had 
adopted its position. This had 
“maximised confusion”. His motion 
slated that the lactics adopted should 
have been “debated and agreed by 
the whole organisation prior to the 
election campaign”. Furthermore, the 
Weekly Worker editorial team had not 
published hisown article critical ofthe 
tactics even though the PCC had not 
yet announced a period of united 
action behind the agreed decision. 
This, read the motion, was “an 
extremely serious error and flouted the 
CPGB’s commitment to open debate 
in front of flie class”. 

Comrade Rogers said that this was 
the first time for more than two 
decades that the CPGB had urged a 
blanket vote for Labour and the PCC 
should have expected the decision to 
generate controversy. He hoped the 
lesson would be learnt for the general 
election and our tactics would be 
debated in good time by the whole 
organisation. 

Turning to his second motion 
in favour of a critical vote for 
No2EU, comrade Rogers said it 
was not unprincipled to call for an 
unconditional Labour vote. But, he 
said, the PCC had been “all over the 
place” in the reasons it gave for doing 
so. It began by saying the aim was to 
expose the Socialist Party for wanting 
to form a Labour Party mark two. This 
was childish and smacked of “third 
period sectarianism”. Surely it was 


better if a Dave Nellist or George 
Galloway was elected than a New 
Labour cbne? Comrade Rogers said 
that we had been right to put forward 
programmatic demands on SPEW and 
the CPB, but wrong to make them 
conditions. 

Later the PCC had given another 
reason for voting Labour, he con¬ 
tinued - bourgeois politics was in 
“existential crisis” and it was neces¬ 
sary to “come to the rescue” of the 
Labour Party. But in that case why 
bother with offering conditional 
support to No2EU in the first place 
if the overriding need was to defend 
the Labour Party? 

Comrade Rogers went on to argue, 
in the words of his motion, that it was 
“a mistake not to also prioritise 
demands against No2EU’s blatant 
British nationalism”. Instead the core 
of our conditions had related to our 
opposition to halfway houses, he 
said. But wasn’t our call to vote 
Labour to defend the very idea of a 
work ers’ p arty a kind ofhal fway h ous e 
tactic? 

Following the movers ofthe 
various motions, there were many 
interventions from the floor. Ben 
Lewis of the PCC noted the continued 
confusion, particularly over the 
difference between tactics and 
principles - he gave the example of die 
Bolsheviks and Lenin’s view that it 
had been correct to boycott the duma 
on one occasion but not on another. 

Comrade Rock focussed on the 
right to bear anns. He said that if we 
thought this was such a key principle 
it should be in the Weekly Worker 
‘What we fight for’ column, 
not “hidden away” in the Draft 
progmmme. He agreed with comrade 
Lewis that lactics could be appropriate 
on one occasion but not on another, 
but wanted to know why the PCC 
had never thought it appropriate to 


raise the right to bear arms as a 
condition before. He said that this 
condition had not worked, since it 
had not succeeded in causing the 
SPEW membership to question 
their leadership - they were at one 
on this question. 

On the question of a “carte blanche 
Labour vote”, he thought that this 
‘flies in the face of where people are”. 
To recommend such a lactic simply to 
send a message to SPEW was “crazy, 
inept, insane”. The proposal that we 
“might as well vote Labour” did not 
send out the key message that was 
needed was a Communist Party. 

Mohsen Sab bag h stated that the 
right to bear arms was an essential 
component of republican democracy. 
It would be impossible to defend such 
a democracy if we failed to address the 
question of arms. 

Mike Macn air,anolherPCC member, 
dealt with the question of the Labour 
Party. He reminded comrades of 
how on numerous occasions the 
possibility of a revival of toe Labour 
left had been discounted, even though 
this had always shown to be false. 
Since Blair, it had become ‘common 
sense’ to write off Lab our as any kind 
of workers’party, but most of the left 
seemed to want to recreate Labour 
themselves. But each Labourite 
halfway house had represented a 
move to the right - so much so that 
No2EU was actually to the right of 
Labour in one precise area: that of 
anti-EU British nationalism. 

The question was, could we push 
its candidates to the left? If not, then 
No2EU could not be viewed as even 
a small step in the direction of a 
Communist Party and in toe absence 
of that voting Labour was the 
straightforward choice. 

According to Yassamine Mather, 
the PCC had put forward three 
separate reasons for voting Labour. 


The first was to at it was pointless to 
vote fora Labour Party mark two - but 
that was not a strong enough reason 
to vote for mark one, she said. The 
second reason, comrade Yassamine 
went on, was because Labour was a 
bourgeois workers’ party. But Labour 
had not just been in power through out 
the 20th century: it had become part 
of the establishment. The di opping 
of clause four had “dramatically 
changed” the character of the party. 

She described the third reason - the 
threat fro m the r ig ht to destroy Labo ur 

- as “perhaps the most convincing”. 
If this threat was real we would need 
to defend Labour, she said. But in that 
case to is toil'd argument ought to have 
been in the forefront of our arguments. 
But why would the bourgeoisie want 
to destroy Labour, when it had proved 
such a loyal servant? 

I responded to this by pointing 
out that the ruling class would prefer 
two alternative bourgeois parties 
of government rather than one 
that was still linked to working class 
organisations. To defend the existence 
of the Labour Party in these 
circumstances was not to advocate a 
halfway house - we regard it as an 
important site for struggle for the type 
of party toat is really needed, not as 
something valuable in and of itself. 

I strongly rejected comrade Rogers’ 
claim that we had not prioritised anti¬ 
nationalist demands in our conditions 
for voting No2EU. Bo to our demands 

- against Fortress Britain, for 
republican democracy - had sharply 
challenged No2EU’s nationalism in a 
concrete way. 

Tina Becker said that we were clear 
on the need for an alternative to the 
Labour Party and as part of the fight 
to win one we h ad to put o rganisations 
that claimed to want such an 
alternative to the test. No2EU had 
failed the test dramatically and so it 


was “perfectly reasonable?’ to call for 
a Labour vote. Inher viewthePCC had 
not thought up new reasons to justify 
its line, but had developed its original 
arguments. 

Stan Keable took issue with 
comrades who had argued that it was 
wrong to call fora Labour vote simply 
to demonstrate SPEW’s opportunism. 
We were not in a position to influence 
the masses, he said - instead we do 
focus on our left opponents and to is 
has nothing to do wito sectarianism. 

Carey Davies thought that both 
comrade Bridge and comrade Mather 
were right onthe Labour Party. Lab our 
had been an adjunctof capitalism, he 
said, but had now probably outlived 
its usefulness for the bourgeoisie. 
Nevertheless, he did not see why we 
should “rush to the defence of social 
democracy”. 

Commitment 

After all the movers had responded to 
the debate, I pointed out that comrade 
Rogers’ first motion, ‘For CPGB 
democracy’, had hardly been referred 
to in the debate because everyone 
seemed to agree with most of it. 
However, I objected to the claim that 
the non-publication of his article had 
“flouted the CPGB’s commitment to 
open debate”, since his article was 
simply being held over until the 
completion of the united action. 

But comrade Rogers did not 
withdraw this phrase and his motion 
was passed by a clear majority - 
although some comrades voted for 
it despite their disagreement with 
this one phrase. For my part, as 
Weekly Worker editor I am absolutely 
committed to ‘bpen debate in front of 
the working class” and look forward 
to publishing comrade Rogers’ article 
when he has finished reworking it, 
together with other contributions to 
this ongoing debate • 


Summer Offensive 

Confident and optimistic 

The traditional fundraising drive of the C ommunist Party - the Summer Offensive - started on June 6. Howard 
Roake looks at its politicsandpossibilities 


O ur annual Summer Offensive 
concentrates the minds of 
comrades in and around the 
party. Raising cash to support the 
struggle of this organisation and its 
paper for principled Marxist unity is a 
year-round task, of course. But during 
our SOs we try to vividly highlight the 
link between having strong financial 
sinews of war and our ability to raise a 
clear, independent voice for Marxism. 
Frankly, toe profound disorientation 
evident on today’s left makes the 
case for a stronger CPGB far more 
eloquently than any article I will be 
writing over the coming eight weeks or 
so. Simply leaf through the pages of 
this edition of the Weekly Worke-, dear 
reader, for primafacie evidence of 
the deep, dark hole that leaders of 
organisations such as the Socialist 
Party and Socialist Workers Party have 
led their comrades into. 

However, the bare essentials of the 
Summer Offensive are worthwhile 
outlining once more before we 
comment further on that to erne Every 
year, CPGB members set the 
organisation a collective minimum 
target to raise in a particular period - 
normally the two months up to 
and including our annual school, 
the Communist University. This 
year we are aiming for £25,000 by 
August 15.1 ndivi dual comrades then 
set themselves personal targets to 
raise - often veiy ambitious ones. But 
the SO is an inclusive affair. We receive 
donations of all sizes from comrades 


and readers of our paper and website. 
Every penny we get is gratefully 
received and put to good use. The 
campaign is also inclusive in the 
method used to calculate comrades’ 
totals. All the money they raise in 
the course of work for the party or 
for campaigns the party is centrally 
involved in counts towards their 
final tally. 

So every book or sub sold, every 
donation solicited, every badge 
bought from party stalls, every new 
supporter for Communist Students or 
every affiliation won to Hands Off toe 
People of Iran is factored in. The 
Summer Offensive is not designed to 
be aspdl of penny-p in di ing purd ah for 
ourpeople, but an opportunity for them 
to turn outwards. The final total both 
for individuals and our collective to us 
becomes a measure of our success in 
engaging with our target audience - 
advanced militants in the workers’ 
mo vemen t an d yo ung peop le f in ding 
their w^ to communist politics. 

Thought about in this way, it is clear 
that the 20 09 campaign is a p articularly 
important one for us. 

The backdrop is politically sobering. 
There has been grim news for the left 
on the dectoral front. The smouldering 
discontent of millions of working class 
people has for the moment found 
expression in an increased vote for toe 
right and a dramatic collapse in 
support for Labour. In this country and 
across Europe, toe masses are voting 
out of fear- fear for their jobs, for their 


living standards and conditions. Yes, 
they are being fooled by the rhetoric 
ofthe right, but we have to be clea - why. 

The abysmal and consistent 
failures of the revolution ary left have 
provided a more or less free run for 
the pseudo-solutions of rightwing 
populism. Since the mid-90s, the 
organisations in this country that 
dub themselves ‘Marxist’ have 
consistently refused to organise as 
Marxists and to start the long, patient 
work of winning sections ofour class 
to the politics these sects purport to 
believe in. There are few guarantees 
in life - ‘death and taxes ’ covers much 
ofit. Soevenif toe process of Marxist 
unity had been underway, the tide 
might nevertheless be flowing to toe 
right in this period. One thing is 
guaranteed, however - politically 
unprincipled short cuts to mass 
influence for ‘ Marxists ’ do not work. 

The key point is that - with 
imagination, daring and commitment to 
principle - we could have established 
a degree of clarity and optimism 
amongst strategically important layers 
of our dass. We could have equipped 
advanced militants with politics that - 
st the very least - would have enabled 
them to hold to dr ground inthepresent 
difficult period and to lead wider 
swathes of the class forward in the 
future. Instead, the left has managed 
to make itself more or less invisible at a 
time of profound economic and 
political crisis of toe system to which 
it is supposed to be proposing a viable 


social alternative. 

The Tories no w look set to win the 
next general election - the bulk of the 
protest votes that went to Ukip 
and the British National Party will 
flow back to this ‘natural’ party of 
government come a national polL So 
where do we go from here? 

First, the CPGB is confident and 
optimistic - as our ambitious target for 
this year’s Summer Offensive shows. 

As is the case with all left organisa¬ 
tions, mo re people have been applying 
tojoin us in toe recentperiod -particu¬ 
larly youth. That’s encouraging, but 
our optimism has a more firmly an¬ 
chored basis than that. Simply put, the 
state of the world demands Marxist 
solutions! Communists in this period 
should be coming forward confident¬ 
ly wito genuinely radical - iq Marxist - 
answers on the organisation of the 
world economy; on toe crisis of bour- 
geois democracy and fears about the 
rise of toe chauvinist right; on toe eco¬ 
logical f utu re of to e planet and the mis - 
anthropic or individualistic claptrap 
spouted by some. 

The last thing we need are any more 
doo med proj ects offering to e work in g 
class warmed over Labourism, left 
national chauvinism or populism. This 
is the pivotal question for our class - 
the need for Marxism to become 
politically hegemonic in toe movement 
and take organisational form in a mass, 
democratic, revolutionary communist 
party. That’s why we need your help 
to storm our target of £25k - not to 


stand still as an organisation, but to 
push the Marxist left as a whole 
forward. 

As the Weekly Worker goes to press, 
the SO 2009 is looking this way: 

• Members and closer supporters of 
the campaign pledged £13 310 over its 
first week end, wito com rad eSK leading 
the way with a tremendous £1,500 
commitment In toe follow ing six days 
ofthe campaign, we have received 
£1396 - a solid but unspectacular start. 
Mentioned in dispatches are comrade 
CG for his donation of £25 in addition 
to his usual standing order of £20; 
long-time generous supporter JS for 
his £50, with thepromise of more to 
come; comrade GS for adding £20 to 
our total; and a stop-press last-minute 
addition of £50 from comrade SJ. I’m 
hoping that the mass mailout party 
centre has organised will prompt more 
to donate over the coming week. Don’t 
be intimidated by the SO, comrades - 
remember toat even small amounls can 
make areal difference! 

• We are planning a meeting/ 
fundraising event halfway torough this 
year’s drive; on July 4 - the Saturday 
of the SWP’s Marxism event. More 
details soon. 

• The celebration meal to mark the 
collective and individual achievements 
of this year’s campaign is on the last 
Friday of Communist University - 
August 14. 

Looking forward to a marked 
increase in pace during the next 
week, comrades! • 
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GERMANY _ 

Die Linke disappoints 

How come electoral support for Die Linke has decreased while the effects of the deepening capitalist crisis on 
the working class in Germany have increased? Tina Becker takes a closer look 



I n Germany too, the crisis of 
capitalism has not produced a left 
shift in society. Though the 
extreme right did not matter at all 
and did not win any seats in the 
EU elections, it was th e ‘r esp ectable 
right’ that was declared the winner. 
The Liberal Democrats (FDP) 
increased their share of the vote 
from6.1 % to 11% 

Both parties of the ‘grand coalition 
government’ were punished: The 
social democratic SPD received its 
lowest ever national share of file vote 
with 20.8% (down from 21.5%), the 
conservative CDU lost even more 
votes, but still ended up with 37.9%. 
TheGreens, until 2005 pat of a coalition 
government alongside the SPD, got 
12.1% (up from 11.9%). As the next 
parliamentary election is only three 
months away, the EU poll can be seen 
as a dress rehearsal. If things do not 
change dramatically, we can expect a 
‘black-yellow’ CDU-FDP coalition 
government. 

Of most interest to us is, of course, 
the result of Gennany’s new left 
party, Die Linke. In a word, it was 
disappointing: with 7.5% of the vote, 
it fell far short ofitsself-dedaredtarget 
of 10% (which would have given it 10 
MEPs). Only a few months ago, Die 
Linke was polling at around 14%, and 
7.5% is lower than even the most 
cautious voices predicted. It is also 
disappointing in comparison to the 
8.7% the party achieved in the 2005 
parliamentary elections, when it saw 5 7 
members elected. 

So how is it that support for Die 
Linke has fallen while the deepening 
capitalist crisis is making its effects felt 
on tiie working dass in Germany ? Whs 
it, as the first reaction from the party’s 
headquarters in Berlin suggested, 
because supporters of Die Linke are 
“not interested in Europe”, as they 
‘fcurren dy have a lot o f other problems, 
with some fighting for their day- to-day 
survival’? 1 

Or was it, as joint party chair Lothar 
Bisky said, the party’s “in-fighting, 
which had nothing do to with Europe?’, 
that put off potential voters? 2 He 
certainly is not alone in this view. The 
bourgeois media gleefully reported 
the rather unpleasant consequences 
of candidates who failed to be selected 
for either theEU or national elections 
choosing to contest the decision in 
the courts. Or was the loss of electoral 
support caused by the “10% of 
nutters” bringing Die Linke so much 
discredit? This is the charming 
phrase coined by Gregor Gysi (joint 
leader of the parliamentary faction) to 
describe the“sedarians” in the party - 
ie, those defining themselves as 
revolutionary socialists or communists. 

German decline 

This much-repeated phrase at least 
points to a truth, in my view. The left in 
Die Linke is growing in influence. 
The voices calling for a more radical, 
more clearly anti-capitalist politics are 
getting louder The deepening crisis is 
demanding radical answers fliat go to 
tiie root of tiie problem-ie, capitalism’s 
illogical and destructive need to 
generate profit. It is quite possible that 
tiie German voters have punished Die 
Linke for being too lame. 

A radical alternative is certainly 
needed. The crisis has led to increased 
attacks on working conditions. At 
least 1.1 million employees have been 
forced into the so-called Kurzarbeit, a 
shorter working week. Most of these 
employees now work four instead of 


five days, with some of the financial 
shortfall made up by the state. In most 
cases, they suffer a cut in wages of 
about 10%. This special arrangement, 
normally restricted to six months, 
has ec is ted in German employment law 
for many years and is supposed to 
avoid lay offs when a company is 
going through a temporary rough 
patch. But the crisis has changed all of 
that and there are now hundreds of 
companies that have been operating 
the Kurzarbeit, some for more than 
six months. 

Elsewhere; workers are forced to take 
their holidays when it suits their 
empbyer - when there is a slump in 
orders perhaps. Not surprisingly, there 
are no official figures for this. But I 
personally know of workers in the 
once thriving media sector, who have 


had to take almost half their annual 
leave in this way. 

Unemployment is widely expected to 
rise to over five million (around 10%) 
in 2010. Currently the figure stands at 
8.4%, despite the various efforts of tiie 
govemmentto massage it by shoving 
unemployed people into useless 
training programmes or forcing them to 
take up the m uch-hated ‘one euro jobs’ 
(thousands of long-term unemployed 
are threatened with losing their 
benefitsifthey refuse to work inmenial 
jobs, which pay as little as • 1 per hour 
in addition to their benefits). 

There is no country more dependent 
than Germany on tiie fortunes ofgbbal 
capitalism. In 2007, it was responsibb 
for 17% of all exported goods 
worldwide. One in five empbyeesin 
Germany is working in the production 


of commodities solely for export. But 
the crisis has fed to a dramatic collapse 
in orders - in 2008, Germany exported 
almost 8% less than the year before. 
For 2009, a further 10% decline is 
predicted. 3 In the main export industry, 
cars, demand has fallen by 20%. 4 

Germany’s ruling coalition 
has intervened in the economy 
to an unprecedented degree. Two 
Konjunkturpakete (financial packages 
for economic growth) have so far seen 
state investment of around* lOObillion. 
In addition, a number of banks have de 
facto been nattonalised bytheCDU- 
SPD coalition, ‘emergency credits’ 
have been granted and tiie government 
is currently preparing to give a ‘debt 
guarantee’ of *1.5 billion to the new 
owner of the troubled car makei; Opel, 
after the collapse of its parent 


company, GM Motors. There has even 
beensometalk that, instead of allowing 
certain companies to go bust, its 
owners should have some of their 
property seized by the state. 

But so far the anger over these 
attacks has not translated into 
industrial or political actbn. The main 
sentiment is fear- peop le are afraid for 
their jobs - and who can blame them? 
The unions too are on the defensive. 
Almost all union leaders continue to 
support the SPD as the lesser evil 
(a sentiment expressed by many 
speakers at the large anti-crisis 
demonstrations of May 16). Most 
are cooperating in pushing through 
Kuizaibeit. In the case of Opel, the 
powerful shop stewards committee a 
few months ago even suggested that 
the workers should buy tiie company 
(together with Opel traders) - a 
“voluntary cut in wages” would raise 
the necessary *1 bi lib a Not that they 
expected an increased say for the 
workers in the running of the comp any 
- the committee suggested that “GM 
Motors should retain its majority on 
the company board”. 5 After all, they 
had managed the company so well up 
till then,right? 

Conservative chancellor Angela 
Merkel is more or less doing what the 
left had been demanding for years: 
state intervention to aid industry. 
Before the current crisis, there was a 
certain space for the kind of warmed- 
up social democracy advocated by the 
leadership of Die Linke. Now this 
position is finnly occupied by the 
rightwing government. 

So there is lots of room for 
manoeuvre, to put it mildly. But, led by 
til erealo wing around Gysi and Bisky, 
Die Linke has so far avoided taking a 
clear anti-capitalist stance - they do, 
after all, have to think about their 
potential SPD and Green coalition 
partners. In Berlin and tiie east German 
state of Me cklenb ur g-Vo rp omm em. 
Die Linke has now been part of the 
government for several years -and has 
itself been responsible for introducing 
cuts and closures. Despite this 
experience of having to oversee such 
attacks, the majority of the party’s 
leadership is very much in favour of 
working towards a national coalition 
to manage capitalism. 

However, the opposition to this 
course is gathering momentum. About 
a third of the party’s 44-strong 
executive can be counted as critics of 
this course, to one degree or another. 
At the congress that selected the 
candidates for the EU elections, a 
majority rebelled against the realo wing 
and elected leftwing peace campaigner 
Tobias Pfliiger. On the other hand, 
Sylvia-Yvonne Kaufrnann and Andre 
Brie,bolh leading so-called‘reformists’ 
and keen advocates of government 
participation alongside the SPD, were 
cast aside by the congress. Not ecactly 
gracbus in defeat, Kaufrnann has since 
joined the SPD, while Brie has publicly 
attacked the “leftwing drift” and 
declared it “questtonable whether Die 
Linke will survive Lafontaine”. 6 

Die Linke left 

Oskar Lafontaine is an interesting 
figure within Die Linke. He is a prime 
example of a political opportunist. As 
former finance minister, he resigned 
from Gerhard Schroder’s government 
in 1999 over the introduction of a 
neoliberal package He certainly lacks 
a dear, coherent political programme, 
but he responds quickly to a shift in 
circumstances and recently declared 
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that “we want capitalism to be 
overthrown” 7 . He is currently 
something of a figurehead for the Die 
Linke left and retains a powerful 
position as co-chair of both the 
parliamentary faction and party. 

He pushed through the party’s anti- 
crisis programme in March, which 
marked a small, but clear step to 
the left - despite the terrible name 
Schutzschirm fur die Me me hen 
(protective shield for the people). It 
talked about the need for “real 
alternatives”to the “economic system 
of capitalism”, which is not much - but 
a lot mo re radical than most documents 
published by the party. 

Since then, though, the right has 
been on the march again. The draft 
programme for the September 
elections, prepared mainly by Gy si 
and his ally, Dietma - Bartsch, is 3 58- 
page celebration of nothingness and 
meaningless phrases. For example, 
there is a lot of talk about the need for 
more “economic democracy” - a 
concept as empty as it sounds. The 
first draft did not even mention 
socialism - “It’s an election 
programme. If anybody believes we 
will introduce socialism in the nextfour 
years, he clearly has a screw loose,” 
explained Bartsch . 8 The opposition 
was so strong that two more drafts 
have been published, to be debated 
at a national congress on June 20 - 21 . 
The latest at least contains a 
commitment to “democratic 
socialism” - though what exactly that 
is or how we could get there remains 


unclear. 

The budest anti-capitalist voice in 
Die Linke is, somewhat incredibly, 
thatofthe KommunistischePlattfonn. 
Made up almost entirely of old and 
lost souls from the former East 
Germany, the KP has succeeded in 
gathering a certain momentum. Its 
leader, Sahra Wqgenknecht (a spitting 
image of Rosa Luxemburg, including 
the beehive and the limp), has been 
on TV chat shows, demonstrations 
and meetings non-stop since the 
financial crisis began. If anybody is 
loo king fo r a comment fro m a commie, 
they seek out this ebquent academic. 

She was instrumental in forming the 
Antikapitalistische Linke platfonn, 
which has brought together the 
cleverest members of the internal 
opposition. AL has produced hard¬ 
hitting criticisms - clearly written by 
comrade Wfogenknecht- of the of the 
realo wing of the party and its draft 
election programme. In a powerful 
article, published in the daily left 
newspaper Junge W&lton April 1 7 , 9 the 
comrades outline how in some 
respects the election draft is to the right 
of the government’s anti-crisis 
programme, which, for example called 
fo r a nation al minimum wage of • 10 per 
hour, whereas the first Die Linke draft 
only demanded » 8 . Instead of a 
max im um work in g week of 3 5 hou rs 
(anti-crisis programme), Germans 
should now work a maximum of 40 
h our s (ebetio n pr ogr amme). In stead 
of a “5% tax for millionaires”, the 
party leadership now thinks a one- 


off “mill ionaire’s levy” would be 
sufficient. And so on. 

What about the rest of the internal 
opposition? Contrary to the KP, 
Marx21 (formerly Linksruck, the 
Gennan section of the Socialist 
Workers Party) stands out as the most 
byal ‘opposition’ group within Die 
Linke. It have been rewarded with a 
number of top places in regional 
election lists (in the federal state of 
lbsse, 27-year-old Janine Wissler is 
the de facto boss of their six-member 
Die Linke parliamentary faction) and 
dbout a dozen or so Marx21 members 
are employed by MPs or the 
parliamentary party in Berlin. 

You would be hard pressed to find 
any comment on the Marx21 website 
on the programmatic debate. Apart 
from a quarterly magazine, the 
comrades do not seem to write 
anyhing. But then, how could they 
engage meaningfully in this debate? 
After all, leading Marx21 member 
Christine Buchholz had already 
‘theorised’ that Germany does not 
need a socialist party when writing 
in 2005 (then about the WASG): 
it “would become superfluous if 
it adopted a socialist programme, 
because it would exclude many of the 
people who could be won to the 
WASG ”. 10 No wonder this kind of 
‘opposition’ is not attracting many 
comrades. The membership ofMarx21 
still hovers around the 200 mark - 
roughly the same as five years ago. 

Another group that has manoeuvred 
itself into a position of total impotence 


France 


No breakthrough 



Left Front posters 


T he Nouveau Parti Anticapitaliste 
(new anti-capitalist party) 
narrowly failed to make a 
breakthrough in the European Union 
elections inFrance, polling ffacttonally 
under 5%. It was beaten by Jean-Luc 
Melenchon’s Front de Gauche - an 
alliance of the ex-Parti Socialisteleft 
represented by Melenchon, the Parti 
Communiste Fran^ais and others - 
which won 6 %and saw five MEPs 
elected. 

Speaking after the results were 
announced on June 9, NPA executive 
committee member Jean-Fran 90 is 
Grond stated that one of the most 
important questions posed by the 
European elections was that in the 
midst of a global crisis of capitalism 
forms of opposition should arise, in 
the shape of anti-capitalist parties 


and elected representatives from 
different parts of Europe. Such 
representatives had indeed been 
elected in Ireland, Denmark and 
Portugal. As for the NPA, it was 
deprived of the MEP to which its 
score of 4.9% oughtto have entitled 
it, “thanks to theelectoral system the 
UMP and the Socialist Party had 
conceived together in 2004”. 

The NPA’s “one million votes” (it 
actually polled 857,864), just four 
months after the party was formed, 
provides a solid basis for advance, 
concluded comrade Grond. Now it 
is necessary to return to “national 
realities”. 

The campaign in France was 
strangely muted, wifi almost no public 
debate, and unsurprisingly there was 
a record level of abstention. Everything 


has been done to reduce the 
importance ofEuropeinthe e/es of the 
population - and not only by Sarkozy 
and the right wing. After the European 
constitution had been massively 
rejected in the 2005 referendum, tine 
Socialist Party, Greens and liberal 
IVfo uvement Democrate (MoDem) h ad 
nevertheless embraced exactly what 
voters had rejected in the shape of the 
Lisbon treaty. As comrade Grond put 
it, “Whatever you vote, yes or no, 
who ever you vote for, left or right, we 
will do what we decide, whether you 
like it or not.” It is not surprising, 
therefore, especially in view of the 
economic crisis, that the abstention 
rate soared to 60%. It was even higher 
amongst young people (perhaps 80% 
in the 18-25-year-old bracket) and 
amongst workers. 


is Sozialistisdne Alternative (SAV), the 
Gennan section of fie Socialist Party’s 
Committee for aWorkers ’International 
In 2005, it f ied to get fie W\SG to 
agree to the merger with the PDS only 
on condition that the PDS discontinued 
its participation in the government 
coalition in Berlin. When this was 
unsuccessful, it withdrew from Die 
Linke in Berlin and the east of Germany 
and concentrated its efforts on a 
Berlin-based campaign, which stood 
against Die Linke (then still the PDS). 
With dismal results. 

In the west, however, it was 
apparentty OK to remain in Die Linke 
This was silly,unprincipled politics - 
after all, there was one national 
leadership, one party programme, one 
internal battle to be had against the 
in Realpolitik of the executive. In 
September 2008, the SAV finally 
recognised the bankruptcy of its 
position: “We have come to the 
conclusion that, despite the politics of 
Die Linke in Berlin, itisusefiilto work 
in the party in order to help build a 
strong, fighting and socialist party.”" 
Nothing had qualitatively changed to 
justify the SAVs sudden U-turn. 

Strangely enough, though. Die 
Linke has not been too keen on 
welcoming the SAV back into the fold. 
The membership applications of 11 
comrades were rejected. Aid while it 
was still arguing its case before 
various party commissions, the SAV 
stood again against Die Linke in the 
eastern city of Rostock last moth - 
giving the party leadership the final 


piece of ammunition it needed to 
permanently exclude the 11 SAV 
comrades (a small number of SAV 
membersjoined previously and remain 
members o f Die Linke). 

The paly congress in June will show 
the current power relations within 
Die Linke, with a lot of decisions 
undoubtedly influenced by fie position 
taken by Lafontaine. White his move to 
the left has to be welcome, it is clearly 
prob lematic to rely on someone akin to 
George Galloway on a good day. 

Clearly, there is a desperate need 
for an organised opposition that is 
democratic, socialist, anti-Stalinist and 
anti-capitalist - and we are seeing the 
beginnings of such a fonnation. It would 
have a real chance of taking on the 
rightwing leadership - especially in this 
very fluid political period • 

Notes 
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for NPA 


Another factor in the low turnout 
was Ihedefusing of fiemood of mass 
protest after March 19, when more than 
three miflionpeople answered the trade 
unions’ call to demonstrate against 
the government’s anti-working class 
policies. The unions failed to build 
upon this - for example, by calling 
another mass action for May 1 . But the 
government is preparing to unleash 
another rou nd o f j ob cu Is, with 60 0,0 00 
more redundancies looming, and more 
cuts in social and public services. 
Opposition to this has for the moment 
been reduced to isolated and somewhat 
desperate acts of resistance. 

In this context, the NPA’s result - 
following a campaign fought under the 
slogan, “We won’t p^ for their crisis” 

- was satisfactory despite the failure to 
make a breakthrough. The economic 
crisis is continuing to make its effects 
felt and the NPA will be part of the 
fightback. 

However, while the NPA is very 
active and always supports working 
class struggles, this is insufficient. As 
one NPA member wondered, “What 
solution are we proposing? A general 
strike to get rid of Sarkozy - of course 
I agree with that. But what then?” 
The question of programme should 
certainlybe raised with renewed vigour 

- we need to convince NPA comrades 
that the building of a disciplined 
communist organisation based on 
Marxism is an urgent priority 

In addition to the NPA and Front de 
Gauche, Lutte Ouvriere stood its own 
list and got 200,947 votes (1.2%). 
Added together he NPA and LO vote 
represents a considerable advance 
over the 2004 EU elections, when the 
common list run by LO and the former 
Ligue Communiste Re volutionnaire 
(the main component and driving force 
behind the NPA) won only 440,134 
votes. In 2009, however, the combined 
votes of the NPA and LO exceeded 
those of the Front de Gauche (which 
achieved 1,058,450 votes) by a few 
hundred. This represents yet another 


setback for the PCF, which obtained 
1,009,976 votes when it stood atone in 
2004. 

While the Parti Socialiste sawitsvote 
slashed to 16.5%, disillusioned PS 
voters certainly did not flock to senator 
Melenchon’s banner. While some no 
doubt switched to the NPA and Danid 
Cohn-Bendit’s Greens, standing as 
Europe Ecologie (who finished in third 
place, just behind the PS with 16.3%), 
most stayed at home. 

Yet the Front de Gauche ran a very 
active and radical-sounding campagn, 
which featured millions of red posters 
calling for “Unity in struggles and 
elections” and proposing to “face the 
crisis” by implementing “changes” 
(which ones?) in both Europe and 
France. The FG disappointed its own 
Euro sceptic minority by steering clear 
of the sort of anti-EU chauvinism 
favoured by the left-nationalist Parti 
Ouvrier Independent and the various 
far-right groups - not least the Front 
National, which won 6.3%. The FG 
preferred to promote its own variety of 
Euro-refonnism as a ‘responsible 
governmental party ’ aiming to become 
the PS’s junior partner. 

The Front de Gauche’s superficial 
left campaign certainly succeeded 
in depriving the NPA of thousands 
of votes and saved PCF general 
secretary Marie-Georges Buffet the 
embarrassment of an even worse 
result. But the fact that the PCF did 
not stand under its own name is 
certain to provide encouragement 
for its liquidationists - even though 
the ‘broader’ FG hardly looks like a 
viable replaceme nt. 

But the PCF’s continuing crisis 
leaves the way open for a genuinely 
revolutionary challenge. The NPA has 
already made its impact on the working 
class movement in France. It must now 
step up the campaign for the unity of 
anti-capitalists and revolutionaries - 
but on the solid, principled basis that 
on ty Marxism can pro vide • 

Jean-Michel Edwin 
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ITALY 


Disaster for radical left 



Silvio Bert usconi: did not do well either 


E uropean election results in Italy 
were not such a triumph for 
Berlusconi as has been widely 
supposed in the UK. Whilst the Ital¬ 
ian right has clearly won these elec¬ 
tions, it was Umberto Bossi’s rabidly 
aiti-immigrant LegaNord, rather than 
Berlusconi’s Popolo della Liberta 
(PdL), that made most headway. The 
man who seems, if the photographs 
that appeared in the Spanishpress 
are authentic, to conduct himself in 
hisSardinian villa ina style reminiscent 
of Roman emperors like Nero and 
Caligula, has not been enthroned as 
Italy’s new caesar. 

The PdL’s 35.3% is far less than the 
45-50% Berlusconi dreamt of at the 
beginning of the electoral campaign - 
when, in a tasteless publicity stunt, he 
moved the site of the forthcoming G8 
to the earth quake-stricken city of 
L’Aquila - or even the 40% he hoped 
for in recent weeks. The Noe mi Letitzia 
scandal has dearly impacted on voting 
patterns, even if the alleged sexual 
relationship between the 72-year-old 
tycoon - whose face-lifts and hair- 
transplants render him an ever more 
grotesque spectacle - and an 18 year 
old aspirant model had less impact in 
Italy than a similar scandal would have 
had in Britain or he USA 
Lega Nord’s 10.2% is more than 
double the 5% it scored in the 2004 
European dections, and represents an 
advance over last year’s general 
dection. Projects based on a two-party 
system - PdL and Partito Democratico 
(PD) - and a pres ident ial repub lie, which 
would have consolidated Berlusconi’s 
informal video Bonapartism into a 
new, more permanent constitutional 
arrangement. Now this seems to have 
been ruled out by his continuing and 
ever-increasing dependence on his 
awkward and unreliable ally, Bos si. 
Although he Lega failed to overtake 
he PdL in Lombardy, or even in the 
Veneto, its 19.4% in the North-Western 
and 19.0% in the North-Eastern 
constituency make the PdL reliant 
on the Lega as a coalition ally right 
across the north of Italy for any 
local, provincial,regional or national 
election. The memory of 1996, when 
the Lega’s independent intervention 
handed a general eledion to Prodi and 
the left, which forced the media 
magnate into opposition for five years, 
continues to haunt Berlusconi. 

The election result represents anoth¬ 
er blow for the vacuous and America¬ 
nising PD, which only obtained 26.1% 
nationally, compared with he 31.1% 
the electoral cartel Uniti nefl’UHvo, 
which gave birth to the PD, obtained 
in 2004. It is also worth underlining that 


it represents a decline from the PD’s 
rather unimpressive achievement of 
33.2% in the general election last year 
The change o f leader from fonner com¬ 
munist Whiter \61troni to formerChris- 
tian Democrat Dario Franceschinihas 
not yielded any dividends in terms of 
winning centrist Catholic voters fright¬ 
ened of any communist legacy, how¬ 
ever remote. Indeed, a leadership 
challenge to Franceschini seems likely 
at he Democrats’ next congress. The 
PD was not only beaten by the PdL at 
the national level, but also in all five of 
the European electoral constituencies, 
even in the Centre, where Berlusconi’s 
party got 37.4% to Franceschini’s 
32.3%. The PdL even beat h eP D in t wo 
traditionally ‘red’ regions - 35.2% to 
29.9% in Le Marche, and 35.8% 
to 33.9% in Umbria. Only in Emilia 
Romagna and Tuscany did the PD 
remain the first party, although escap¬ 
ing the kind of humiliation the Labour 
Party received in Wales this week is a 
meagre consolation for a mainstream 
party of he centre-left. 

Di Pietro’s Italiadei Vabri (IdV)has 
made the only real advance amongst 
the anti-Berlusconi forces - moving 
from 2.1% in the 2004 European 
elections to an impressive 8% this 
week - further advancing on its score 


in he 2008general eleetbn. Forallits 
numerous deficiencies, not least its 
stance on immigration, the IdV has 
had the indisputable merit of actually 
consistently opposing Berlusconi, 
instead of colluding with him, as the 
PD has all too frequently done - for 
example, in raising the threshold for 
Europe an as well as parliamentary 
elections in what has proved to be 
a successful bid to exclude the 
radical left from assemblies beyond 
the local level, depriving the 
working class of any effective 
political representation. 

The remaining force to gain seats 
in Europe is the UDC, a centre-right 
Christian Democrat formation, 
whose main strongholdis Sicily, with 
all that such links imply. This got 
6.5% and doubtless D’Alema and 
others within the PD will revive 
notions of allying with this rather 
repulsive grouping, which was for 
some years in partnership with 
Berlusconi before they fell out over 
the spoils of office. 

Sadly, the eleetbn has also been a 
disaster for the radical left. The 
abysmal performance of the Sinistra 
Arcobaleno (Rainbow Left) in last 
year’s parliamentary elections led to 
a change of policy and leadership at 


Rifondazione’s congress last July. 
The refusal of the defeated Vendola- 
Giordano-Bertinotti minority to 
accept the results of Ferrero’s victory 
- primarily the congress’s rejection 
of the potentially liquidationist 
Arcobalenoproject in favourof a 
renewed emphasis on a communist 
identity - led them to split from the 
party earlier this year This split lies at 
the root of the current disaster 

The Anti-Capitalist list (essentially 
the PRC and Diliberto’s PdC) got 3.4% 
and the rotten liquidationist logic of 
their project became impossible to 
deny. I f Sinistra e Liberta had gained 
seats, they would have negotiated 
terms for joining the PD as its left wing, 
whilst the Anti-Capitalist list stood 
for class struggle and independent 
working class representatbn. Almost 
inevitably, neither formation crossed 
the 4% threshold, even if their 
combined 6.5% total comfortably 
exceeded it. 

The electoral competition from 
the dogmatic sectarians of Marco 
Ferrando’s Partito Comunista dei 
Lavoratori undoubtedly played some 
role in the failure of the serious 
communist list to obtain a seat in 
the European parliament, since the 
appearance of another list using 


the hammer and sickle - a symbol 
consciously rejected by Sinistra e 
Liberta - weakened the impressionof 
communist unity which Ferrero and 
Diliberto had tried so hard to achieve 
by bringing the PRC and the PdCl 
together. But it was a unity project 
from which Fernando, like Sinistra 
Critica, excluded himself, rath a' than 
being subjected to any ban or 
proscription by the PRC, which itself 
includes two other Trotskyist currents: 
Falce e Martello and Controcorrente. 

Whilst Sinistra Critica decided not 
to stand in the European elections, 
it was unwilling to support, even 
critically, the Anti-Capitalist list,and in 
some instances at the local level formed 
extremely dubious alliances for 
municipal elections with elements to 
the right of Rifondazione against 
candidates standing on a principled 
basis independently of the PD. For 
example, in Livorno it backed a populist 
mayoral candidate allied not only with 
the Greens but with local followers of 
the frequently reactionary comedian, 
Beppe Grillo, against the Rifondazione 
mayoral candidate who openly 
praised local rioters for adopting 
illegal methods b defend Senq*alese 
immigrants against the authorities • 
Toby Abse 


Ireland 

Government rout, left gains 


T he deep unpopularity of the Irish 
government showed itself in an 
overwhelming defeat in last 
week’s European and local electb ns. 

Fianna Fail’s vote fell to 25% and its 
Green Party coalition partner to just 
3%. The Greens lost all of their local 
and county council seats in Dublin, 
their previous stronghold. The results 
have thrown the government into 
crisis. It only narrowly survived 
motion of no confidence in the Dail 
on June 10. 

But, good as it is to observe the 
collapse of the FF vote, it was even 
more heartening to see a number of 
left wing candidates elected. Chief 
among these was toe Socialist Party’s 
Joe Higgins, who won a seat in 


the European parliament for Dublin. 
His unseating of FF’s Eoin Ryan 
caused shock and upset amongst the 
bourgeoisie. Mayor Eibhlin Byrne 
expressed her concern about the 
impact on Dublin of the election of 
a socialist with an “anti-business 
message”. 

In his victory speech comrade 
Higgins made a commitment to 
receive the wage of an average skilled 
worker and donate the rest to working 
class organisations in the capital. He 
also promised to be a thorn in the side 
of the ruling elite. As far as he was 
concerned, his mandate came fro m the 
working class and nobody else. 

Apart from this EU success, the 
Socialist Party retained its council 


seats in the Dublin area and gained 
two more elsewhere, witha number of 
SP candidates topping the polls. 

The Socialist Workers Party’s 
People before Profit Alliance also made 
a breakthrough, gaining five council 
seas in the Dublin area. The Workers 
Party won two council seats and the 
Workers and Unemployed Action 
Group gained 43% of first-preference 
votes and overall control of Gonmel 
town council. 

With some exceptions it seems to at 
wherever toe left stood it was support¬ 
ed with enthusiasm. The opportunities 
to make headway are obvious. But 
numerical weakness and political 
confusion remain serious obstacles. 
The way forward must be unity 


around a revolutbnary programme. 
Without this the current upsurge in 
support for the left could be squan¬ 
dered. We need only bok across the 
water to the debacles of Respect and 
No2EU to see toe results of lowest- 
common- denominator ‘unity’. 

The SWP has issued a statement 
making clear that the ‘Vadbal left must 
now enter discussions to form either 
an alliance or broad radical left party, 
where different tendencies can co-exist. 
Previous arguments that such a 
development might be ‘premature’ 
make little sense today” (www.swpie). 
Unfortunately, however, the SWP is 
prop os tog the adoption of toe People 
Before Profit model. So, while the call 
for unity is welcome, what the SWP 


wants is yet another fudge. The 
working class throughout Ireland is 
already painfully aware of the pro blems 
of capitalism. What they need is 
Marxism, not ‘ rad toalism’. 

As I write, toe Socialist Party has 
not responded to the SWP call, but 
has announced that it is currently 
considering the new circumstances 
and will respond soon. The need 
for a more cohesive and ambitious 
left organisation is obvious, so the 
opening up of a debate and struggle 
around the formation of a party is to 
be warmly welcomed. B ut commun is Is 
must press for the only formation that 
will fit the bill - a democratic and 
centralist party of toe working class • 
Anne Me Shane 
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Far right on the march? 



NickGriffin: Nazi past 


A fter the total collapse of Labour, the 
most widely reported outcome of 
Britain's legoftheEU elections has 
beentherise of the far right. 

As readers will know, the UK 
Independence Party, the hard-line 
Euro seep tic electoral front, overtook 
Labour in the popular vote, though not by 
enough to become a larger party in the 
British contingent to Strasbourg. The 
British National Party, meanwhile, 
managed to get its first two MEPs (the 
largest single increase among any of the 
parties). This is a pattern which has broad ly 
been repeated across Europe, with 
establishment parties being hammered and 
the radical right benefiting (the exception 
is, of course, Italy, where the largest 
‘establishment’ front has coopted the 
largest far-rght forces anyway). 

The BNP is, of course, jubilant - it was 
optimistic about getting leader Nick Griffin 
elected in the North West region, and 
elected he was; but grabbing another seat 
in Yorkshire and Humberside, which went 
to Andrew Brons, was a bonus. 1 

By contrast, Ukip - while enjoying its 
position as second party in terms of votes 
- will be very aware that it has not made 
much of a net gain on its performance of 
five years ago. A single new seat under 
current circumstances is a disappointment. 
That said, a few weeks ago, before the 
avalanche of revelations around MPs’ 
expenses, Ukip’s prospects did not look so 
good, having never truly recovered from 
its disastrous flirtation with the philistine 
former Labour MP, Robert Kilroy-Silk, in 
2004. The tacit support from the Barclay 
brothers, who own The Daily Telegraph 
alb wed Ukip to resurface for theEU poll. 

Nevertheless, the implications are clear 
- in the midst of a political crisis and 
economic downturn, both of which are the 
most severe of their kind for decades, the 
best positioned anti-establishment parties 
are those of the far right, whose advances 
on Thursday contrast clearly with the 
abysmal results for left-of-La bow 
fonnations, particularly the Bob Crow/ 
Socialist Parly/Morning Star lash-up, ‘No 
to the EU, Yes to Democracy ’. 

The BNP vote, needless to say, is the 
biggest problem for the respectable 
political establishment - especially when 
we examine exactly who it is IheBNP will 
be packing off to Europe. Nick Griffin’s 
history is relatively well-known - a former 
hard-line advocate of street violence and 
virulent anti-semite, he came to supplant 
the openly Nazi John Tyndall as BNP 
leader in the late 90s after enacting one of 
the most spectacular (and unconvincing) 
volte-faces in British political history. 
Going from the most obscurantist anti- 
semitic position to that of the party’s 
leading ‘reformer’. 

Brons has a similar trajectory: a 
founding member of the self-explanatory 
National Socialist Movement in the 1960 s, 
he along with the NSM became part of tire 
National Front following a series of 
fusions. He was a frequent NF electoral 
candidate and replaced Tyndall as its 


chair man. Like Griffin, he had linkswith the 
Political Soldier movement, which was 
influenced by Italian neo-fascist Roberto 
Fiore and cultivated alliances with 
repressive Arab regimes against the Jews. 
Brons was fined in the 1980s for calling a 
policeman of Malaysian descent an 
“inferiorbeing”, and after alongpertodout 
of politics joined the BNP three years ago. 

The BNP, then, has sent to the European 
parliament two men with notoriously 
Hitlerite histories and, while I cannot say 
whether or to what extent Brons has 
moderated his views, barely a month 
before donning the mantle of reform Griffin 
remained editorof anti-semitic journal The 
Rune, which exc oriated holocaust-denier 
David Irving for admitting that any Jews 
were exterminated in the death camps. 

This rather underlines the curious 
position tiie BNP finds itself in today. 11 is 
clear that the leadership looks to various 
European far-right formations for influence 
- so-called Euro-nationalists. The success 
of Jean-Marie Le Pen of France’s Front 
National has been a major influence, and 
the rebranding of the direct genealogical 
descendantof Mussolini’s Fascisti as just 
such a Euro-nationalist party (now 
absorbed into the Berlusconi movement) 
perhaps provides the most direct example 
for the process undergone by the BNP 
under Griffin’s reign. 

Yet it is equally clear that Griffin has 
done all this on the back of an activist base 
(himsdf, by all appearances, included) still 
committed to ‘conventional’ neo-fascist 
politics. Though the BNP does not 
explicitly espouse illegal violent activity, it 
could not purge its ranks ofthose who 
engage in racist attacks without 
destroying much of its cadre. 

Griffin touts one message to the general 
public, and is forced to justify its dilution 
of the fascist message to the hard core - in 
a 2006 speech to the BNP’s Burnley 
branch, filmed and uploaded to the web by 
the BNP itself, Griffin argues: “Webangon 
about Islam. Why?Because to the ordinary 
public out there it’s the thing they can 
understand. It’s the thing the newspaper 
editors sell newspapers with”; hating Jews, 
he says, just gets you branded an 
“extremist crank lunatic” 2 (and he would 
know). Griffin and his coterie have 
reconstmcted the BNP, but they have not 
reconstructed the membership - which will 
come to be a problem as it drifts into 
mainstream politics. 

This process may already have begun. 
A lead article on the subject in The 
Guardian highlighted the possibility of 
legal challenges to the BNP’s constitution, 
which currently limits membership to those 
hailing from the “indigenous Caucasian” 
‘race’, along with “defined ethnic groups 
emanating from that race”. Legal op in ton, 
according to the article, suggests that this 
may be in breach of laws governing 
discrimination in members’ clubs - 
provided, of course, that political parties 
can be defined as members’ clubs. 
Additionally, all organisations which 
receive public funds are required under 
British employment law to comply with 
equal opportunities legislation. 3 

The fact that these questions are 
seriously being raised points to tiie basic 
inability of the mainstream parties to deal 
with a monster created by their own loss 
ofcredibility.This is particu larly true in this 
election - the BNP vote, though up overall 
on 2004, actually fell in both regions where 
it gained MEPs. Its success is strictly 
coterminous with the collapse in support 
for the Labour Party. 

Unfortunately, the mainstream parties 
are not the only political forces utterly 
adrift in dealing with the BNP. It 
was notable that shamefaced No2EU 
advocates were reduced to selling their 
idiotic front on the basis that it was both 
not the mainstream and not the BNP. 4 You 
cannot fight a formation which - whatever 
wem^ think of it - goes to the electorate 
on-m essag e with a clear programme simp ty 
through moralistic denunciation, as if tiie 


left is naturally more deserving of votes. 
This is particularly true of a front such as 
No2EU, which cedes endless ground to the 
likes of Ukip and plainly considers 
‘democracy ’ identical with the ‘ sovereign’ 
nation-state. 

As ever, the wooden spoon goes to the 
Socialist Workers Party, which is a key 
player in tiie profoundly misguided Unite 
Against Fascism. UAF posters were 
visible up and down the country urging us 
all to “use our vote” to stop tiie BNP. Of 
course, in the absence of any serious 
alternative, this amounted to a blanket 
recommendation to vote for the same 
mainstream parties which Socialist Worker 
blames for the conditions that led to the 
BNP’s rise - an impression strengthened by 
the very visible presence on endless UAF 
platfonns of establishment grandees. 

This week’s issue 5 is gushing over the 
alleged success of actions against the 
fascists - the execrable-sounding Love 
Music Hate Racism concert in Stoke-on- 
Trent attracted 20,00 0, we are told. The o nly 
problem is that the BNP attracted 120,000 
people to the polls in the Wfest Midlands 
- an increase on 2004 and a bigger share of 
the vote than in the North West, where 
Griffin was elected! BNP one, UAF nil. 

It is tempting to call this UAF’s strategy 
adismal failure. But that, ultimately, is too 
kind- because calling it a ‘strategy’ implies 
that it is actually coherent and directed at 
its ostensible object. It is not. The UAF 
organises endless empty stunts, as 
vexatious to militant anti-fascists as they 
are congenial to the BNP (which gains the 
sheen of democracy). 

For example, on June 9 UAF protestors 
pelted Griffin with eggs and prevented him 
from addressing a press conference in 
parliament. UAF national secretary and 
SWP central committee member Why man 
Bennett justified this on the grounds that 
“The majority ofp eople did not vote fo r the 
BNP. The reality was because tiie turnout 
was so low they got elected.” 7 

On that basis perhaps it is sensible for 
the tiny groups of left wing demonstrators 
to attempt to shout down all otiier groups 
and parties rather than try to win the battle 
of ideas. And, while none of them ever get 
the votes of the “majority of people”, the 
results enjoyed by all of them, including the 
BNP, dwarf those of the left sects - the 
SWP’s last venture into electoral politics 
saw its pathetic Left List do even worse in 
the 2008 London assembly elections than 
No2EU did last week. 

When the SWP triumphantly declares 
the rise of the right to be the creature of 
Brown and Blair through their failure to 
address the concerns of the masses, it 
neglects to mention its own role, insidious 
as it is incompetent, in railroading left wing 
activity into pseudo-reformist philistinism. 
This method has given us an utterly 
compromised UAF, destroyed the fragile 
unity of the far left in the Socialist Alliance 
and alienateda large part of the SWP’s own 
cadre via the Respect debacle. The irony 
is clear - the same opportunism and 
contempt for the masses that has yielded 
two MEPs for Griffin has borne only 
disaster for the SWP; the left more 
generally simply varies the theme, and has 
been rewarded with electoral wipe-out. 

If the far right is seriously to be 
combated, we must do better. We must 
offer a political altemativ e that makes sen se 
and is uncompromising in its attack on 
bourgeois society. That alternative is 
communism, and nothing less • 

James Turley 
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What we 
fight for 

■ Oir central aim is the organisation of communists, 
revolutionary sociaEsts and all politically advanced 
workers hto a Communist Party. Wfthout organisation 
the working class is nothing; with the highest form of 
organisation it is everything. 

The Provisional Central Com mittee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real 
Communist Party tod ay. There are many so-cal ed ‘parties’ 
on theleft.ln realty they are confessional sects. Members 
who disagree with the prescribed ‘Ene’ are expected to 
gagthemselvesin pubEc. Eftherthator face expulsion. 
l Communists operate according to the principles of 
democratic central ism. Through ongong debate we seek 
to achieve imfty in action and a common world outlook. 

As long as they support agreed actions, members have 
the right to speak openly and form temporary or 
permanent factions. 

^ Communists oppose all imperiaEst wars, occupations 
and sanctions, in particular those in which the BTftish 
state is cSrectly complicit. We constantly strive to brhg 
to the fore the fundamental question -end hgwarisbo uid 
IV with encfingcapitaEsm. 

I Communistsare nter nationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest inity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of al countries. We oppose every 
manifestation of national sectionalism. It is an 
ntemationalist duty to uphold the prnciple, “One state, 
on e pa rty’. Toth eextent that the European Union becomes 
a state the nth at necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a 
Communist Party of the EU. 

aThe working cl ass must be organised globaly. Without 
a global Commimist Party, a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is weakened and lacks 
coorcfination. 

I Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They differ only n recognising the 
in portance of Marxismasa guide to practice.That theory 
is n o dogma, but must be constantly added to and enriched, 
i Cap ft al ism in its ceaseless search for prof ft puts the 
futire of humanity at risk. GapitaEsmissynonymouswith 
war, pollution, exploftation and crisis. We oppose the 
slogan Brftish jobs for British workers’. All forms of 
nationalist social ism are reactionary an do bjectively an ti- 
woridngclass. Asa global systemcapitaEsm can only be 
srverseded globally. 

i The capftaIist classwillneverwilEngly altowtherweafth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. 
They will resist using every means at their disposal. 
Communists favour using parliament and winning the 
biggest possible working class representation. But 
workers must be reaefied to make revolution - peacefufly 
ft we can, forcibly ft we must. 

i Comm un ist s fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content, 
i We will use the most militant methods objective 
circumstances allow to achieve a federal republic of 
England, Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland 
and a United States of Eirope. 

I Com mimists favour to du stria I into ns. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise m ust be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

I Communists are championsoftheoppressed.Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the 
struggle for peace and ecological sustanabiEty are just 
as much working class questions as pay, trade uni on rights 
and demands for high-quality health, housing and 
education. 

So ci al is m rep rese nt s victo ry i n th e b attl e f or d emo era cy. 

It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either 
democratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Uiion, ittumsinto 
fts opposite. 

Socialism is the f ft st stage of the worldwide transition 
to communism - a system which knows neither wars, 
exploitation, money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real begiimng 
of human history. 

g All who accept these prnciples are urged to jon the 
Communist Party. 
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Left results 
range from the 
poor to the 
miserable 







Bob Crow: BW-obsessed 

W hile Labour had its worst 
results for nearly 100 years, 
the left barely registered in 
the European parliament elections. 
The two national contenders for file 
left vote,‘No to the EU, Yes to Democ¬ 
racy’ and Arthur Scargill’s Socialist 
Labour Party, raced each other to the 
bottom of the poll, having been 
beaten in the various regions by the 
likes of the Christian Party, English 
Democrats and Cornwall’s national¬ 
ists, Me by on Kemow. 

Inboththe North East andthe North 
^st regions, No2EU managed 1.4% 
of file vote. But in both regions the 
SLP beat it, achieving 1.7% and 1.6% 
respectively The SLP’sbest vote was 
in Soofiand,where itgot2%.No2ELPs 
worst result was file Soufli A\fest, as it 
was for the SLP, where both barely 
managed 0.6% of the vote. Nationally 
173,155 people (1.1%) voted for the 
SLP and 153,23 6(1.0%) for No 2EU. 

What must be particularly galling 
for No2EU b that, whilst it did have a 
presence on file ground in so me areas 
thanks largely to the foot soldiers of 
the Socialist Party in England and 
^les, it was beaten in seven regions 
and nationally by the SLP. An 
organisation that is more or less 
defunct between elections and 
depends for support solely on its 
official name on the ballot paper 
incorporating the words ‘leader 
Arthur Scargill’ (in the 20 04 EU 
elections Scargill was so distracted 
by an internal battle with his last 
remaining oppositional group that the 
SLP did not stand at all). 

But this is hardly surprising. In 
an election where there was little 
information ontheminorpartiesreadily 
available; most voters would have been 
unaware that No2EU was a leftwing 
formation and many, with only the 
nametogo on,m^ wdl have assumed 
its anti-EUism was of a rightwing 
variety and voted for it on that basis. 
This seems to have been borne out by 
th e fact fiiat in every region (apart fro m 
London) with a high concentration of 
working class voters, the SLP did 
better, whileNo2EU outpofled the SLP 
in two of the three regions where the 
Tories and Liberal Democrats dominate 
mainstream politics. 

Folio wingNo2EU’s failure to make 


any kind of impact at these elections, 
the statement issued by Communist 
Party of Britain general secretary 
Robert Griffiths afterwards strenu¬ 
ous ly avo id ed com mentin g on N o2EU 
at all. Quite a feat, considering that 
his party was the main ideological 
inspiration behind its election 
platform. 

Griffiths’s main complaint was that 
trade union leaders needed to take 
urgent action in pressuring the 
Labour Party: “Britain [is] on course 
for arightwing Tory victoryunless the 
unions help force this government to 
defend workers and their families 
instead of bailing out file bankers and 
speculators.” Similarly, the message 
from Joanne Stevenson, general 
secretary of the CPB’s youth body, 
the Young Communist League, was 
also what Labour had to do in 
order “to avoid waking up next 
May with David Caneron at Number 
10”: abandon the “nonsensical and 
unpopular policies of the last decade” 
in favour of “improved public 
services, decent homes and more 
jobs”. Surely New Labour will listen. 
Gtossing over the ignominious failure 
ofNo2EU, tli e Mo m m g St a r di d not 
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bother to analyse its results or even 
reproduce Griffiths’s statement. 

The first reaction by RMT general 
secretary andNo2EU convenor Bob 
Crow sounded more like an appeal for 
a rally rather than the pre-party 
conference SPEW is hoping for. 
According to the Star, Crow “called 
for urgent talks involving socialist 
organisations, campaigners and trade 
unions to build a concerted response 
to the BNP”(June9). 

SPEW came into No2EU when 
pretty well everything had already 
been decided between comrade Crow 
and the CPB. But Crow has come to 
trust these ‘Trots’ not to rock the 
boat A tinkering here and a tinkering 
there with the election platform, 
inserting ‘internationalist’ and 
‘working class’, and bingo! - SPEW 
and its foot soldiers were on board. 
The fact that No2EU stood and 
stands - the clue is in the name - for 
Britain withdrawing from the EU a la 
CPB programme, Britain s Road to 
Socialism, meais that SPEW has been 
drawn very much to the right. 

According to an editorial in the pre¬ 
election is sue of The Socialist, “... no 
matter how many votes the coalition 
receives, the decision oft he RMT 
union to initiate No2EU and to stand 
candidates was completely correct. 
It marks the start of a challenge in 
work a* s’ interests that is longo verdue 
and extremely urgent ... After the 
June 4 election, this must be built on 
further” ( The Socialist June 5). 

Two days after the results were 
announced, SPEW general secretary 
Peter Taaffe issued a statement. 
Taking a swipe at those who “opted 
for supporting New Labour or the 
Greens in some areas”, comrade Taaffe 
reckons that he has found someone 
to blame for the BNP’s success - 
whereas No2EU was part of “a 
campaign ‘to oppose the BNP’”, 
those who called for a Labour vote 
had “urged a vote for file very people 
who have created the conditions 
which have allowed these creatures to 
grow and prosper!” Funnily enough, 
comrad eTaaffe go uld no tb rin g hims d f 
to name any of those groups that 


supported New Labour or the Greens. 

Clearly stung by the CPGB’s 
persistent criticisms, comrade Taaffe 
asserts: “The charge that the Socialist 
Party lent itself to nationalist 
propaganda in this campaign is 
entirety false. Firstly, the programme 
is a basic class opposition to file EU 
and an appeal for ‘international 
workers’ solidarity’.” Such hollow 
phrases are there to hide the Little 
Britain programme of No2EU. But 
admitting that the No2EU bloc was 
“limited” hardly absolves SPEW 
from the charge that it provided a 
left cover for red-brown national 
chauvinist politics. 


Comrade Taaffe concludes with 
an appeal for a “fighting leadership 
in the unions and a new mass 
political party, with a bold leader¬ 
ship” (www.socialistparty.org.uk/ 
articles/7411). 

Absolutely correct But what sort of 
“new mass political party”? Seemingly 
unable to learn any lessons from the 
history of file 20Ih century, SPEW, like 
the rest of the left, wants to set up a 
Ldbour Party mark two. Ontyinthiscase 
it will inevitably stained by No2EU’s 
CPB-inspired nationalism and crippled 
by Bob Crow’s bureaucratic need to 
maintain control • 

Jim Moody 


June 4 EU elections - 


Regions 

East Midlands 
East of England 
London 
North East 
North West 
Scotland 
South East 
Southwest 
Wales 

West Midlands 


SLP 

13,590 1.1% 
13,599 0.8% 
15,306 0.9% 
10,238 1.7% 
26,224 1.6% 
22,135 2.0% 
15,484 0.7% 
10,033 0.6% 
12,402 1.8% 
14,724 1.0% 


Yorks and Humber 19,380 1.6% 


left results 

N o2EU 

11,375 0.9% 
13,939 0.9% 
17,758 1.0% 
8,066 1.4% 
23,580 1.4% 
9,693 0.9% 
21,455 0.9% 
9,741 0.6% 
8,600 1.3% 
13,415 0.9% 
15,614 1.3% 


Totals SLP 

No2EU 


173,155 1.1% 
153,236 1.0% 


SSP(Scotlandonly) 10,404 0.9% 
SPGB (London only) 4,050 0.2% 


UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and save £10 
a year. Minimum £10 every 3 months ... but please 
pay more if you can. Your paper needs you! 


Standing 

order 


enclose payment: 


To 


. Bank pic, . 


Sub 

£/ 

Donation 

£/ 

TOTAL 

£/ 

Date 



Branch Address 


Postcode 


Re Account Name . 
Sortcode_ 


. Account No . 


Name 


Address 


Please pay to Weekly Worker Lloyds TS BA/C No 0744 310, sort 

code 30-99-64, the sum of £_every month*/3 months* 

until further notice, commencing on_. 


Postcode 


Email 


Tel 


Send a cheque or postal order payable to Weekly Worker' to: 
Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX, UK. 


This replaces any previous order from this account. 

Signed_Name (PRINT)_ 

Date_Address_ 


(* delete) 































































